University of Memphis

University of Memphis Digital Commons
Electronic Theses and Dissertations
2019

TRANSFORMATIONAL LEARNING EXPERIENCES: HOW GOOGLE
INNOVATORS ARE TRANSFORMING K12 EDUCATION USING
ACTIVE LEARNING
Kaylah E. Holland

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.memphis.edu/etd

Recommended Citation
Holland, Kaylah E., "TRANSFORMATIONAL LEARNING EXPERIENCES: HOW GOOGLE INNOVATORS ARE
TRANSFORMING K12 EDUCATION USING ACTIVE LEARNING" (2019). Electronic Theses and
Dissertations. 2588.
https://digitalcommons.memphis.edu/etd/2588

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by University of Memphis Digital Commons. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of University of
Memphis Digital Commons. For more information, please contact khggerty@memphis.edu.

TRANSFORMATIONAL LEARNING EXPERIENCES: HOW GOOGLE
INNOVATORS ARE TRANSFORMING K12 EDUCATION USING ACTIVE
LEARNING

by
Kaylah Evelyn Holland

A Dissertation
Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Education

Major: Instruction and Curriculum Leadership

The University of Memphis
May 2019

Copyright© Kaylah Evelyn Holland
All rights reserved

ii

Dedication
For Tye. For change.

Acknowledgements
I would like to thank my family for their unending support, limitless encouragement, and
unconditional love. I especially want to thank my parents, Walter and Sherry. I would not
have achieved this dream without you championing me to succeed.

I am indebted to my professors at the University of Memphis for their guidance, profound
knowledge, and spirit of generosity throughout this process.

I would like to thank my major professor, Dr. Clif Mims, for his leadership and
commitment to higher learning. I am grateful for the hard questions that challenged my
thought process. Thank you for helping me transition from student to professional and for
constantly reminding me that progress is more valuable than perfection. I look forward to
working with you in the future.

I would also like to thank my committee, Dr. Celia Anderson, Dr. Craig Shepherd, and
Dr. Andrew Tawfik, along with Dr. Amanda Rockinson-Szapkiw, for their extraordinary
wealth of knowledge, unwavering guidance, and for challenging me to make this study
the absolute best it could be. Thank you profoundly.

iii

Abstract
Research suggests that individuals learn best when they are involved in an
experience through active learning (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007; Seglem &
Bonner, 2016). One of the current issues in education is that many learning environments
are unengaging and only encourage students to take a passive role (Slavich & Zimbardo,
2012). For the purpose of this research study, active learning is defined as lessons taught
with purposeful design and intentional instruction that allow students to take ownership
of their learning in an environment conducive to engagement, collaboration, and
problem-solving. This cross-sectional descriptive research study will describe the
characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers Google Innovators have towards
implementing active learning experiences into K12 classrooms. Twenty-one Google
Innovators met the requirements and participated in the Active Learning Implementation
Survey. This study describes the (1) characteristics reported by Google Innovators to
implement active learning experiences in K12 classrooms, (2) results of the
implementation of active learning reported by Google Innovators, and their perceptions
of the (3) benefits and (4) barriers to implementing active learning experiences in their
classrooms. Findings from this study indicate that all six constructs (purposeful design,
intentional instruction, student ownership, engagement, collaboration, and problemsolving) as characteristics of active learning are being implemented in the K12
classrooms of participating Google Innovators. The data also suggests that the results and
benefits of active learning that align with related literature are present and noticeable in
the K12 classrooms of participating Google Innovators. Barriers remain to be an issue
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with participating educators because personal perceptions and varying educational
environments hinder responses as suggested by the data.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Introduction
Learning is not the time spent in school but the outcome of the time spent in
school (World Report, 2018). There are numerous reasons why students have negative
learning outcomes. This research study focused on the problems of unengaging learning
environments that only allow students a passive role in their own learning (Slavich &
Zimbardo, 2012; World Report, 2018). Implementing active learning experiences within
the K12 classroom is one solution to this problem because students assume ownership of
their learning (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Edwards, 2015; Freeman et al., 2014). This
research study focused on obtaining information about the active learning experiences
taking place within the classrooms of Google Innovators and is significant because it
obtained data regarding the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers to implementing
active learning experiences in K12 classrooms around the world.
The purpose of this cross-sectional descriptive study was to describe the
characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers reported by Google Innovators in
implementing active learning experiences in the K12 classroom. The information gained
from Google Innovators was collected through the administration of a survey containing
questions using a Likert scale, checkboxes, and open-ended responses. Educators can use
results from this study as an aid in purposeful design decisions through practical solutions
for implementing active learning into the K12 classroom.
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Data obtained from this research study determined how active learning is being
implemented in the K12 classrooms of Google Innovators. Google Innovators undertake
a rigorous application process in order to be accepted into the Google Certified Innovator
program and complete facets of training once accepted (Google for Education, 2018).
Google Innovators are appropriate for this study because they are a prestigious group of
educators deemed innovative by one of the world’s largest technology companies
(Google for Education, 2018). This research study collected the observations Google
Innovators have of their classrooms through describing the characteristics, results,
benefits, and barriers to implementing active learning in their classrooms.
The most relevant literature related to creating active learning experiences is
grounded in the theories of constructivism and active learning. Constructivism is the
theoretical framework that active learning stems from historically (Fox, 2001, Karagiorgi
& Symeou, 2005; Slavich & Zimbardo, 2012). The theorists for active learning, Dewey,
Piaget, Vygotsky, and Bonwell & Eison, suggest that meaningful knowledge is developed
when students take ownership of their learning by engaging in collaboration and
problem-solving opportunities (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1938; Karagiorgi &
Symeou, 2005; Piaget, 1973; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). Through the foundation of the
theories of active learning, implementing active learning experiences in K12 classrooms
is a solution that addresses the issue of unengaging passive educational environments.
According to Prevette (2017), “education needs to be refocused on fostering
innovation….students should be actively engaged in solving real-world problems facing
their communities; acquiring new skills and knowledge from experience and their own
2

passion-driven inquiry” (p. 39). Therefore, theorists have suggested that actively
engaging students in problem-solving opportunities through collaboration will motivate
students to take ownership of their learning in a productive and successful environment
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1938; Fox, 2001; Freeman et al., 2014; Karagiorgi &
Symeou, 2005; Piaget, 1973; Seglem & Bonner, 2016; Slavich & Zimbardo, 2012;
Vygotsky & Cole, 1981).
Theoretical Framework
The grounding theories of constructivism and active learning play a significant
role in constructing and implementing active learning experiences. Constructivism is a
broad theoretical framework combining many ideas by major theorists such as Dewey,
Piaget, and Vygotsky (Fox, 2001; Von Glasersfeld, 1989). The theorists believe that
constructivism allows learners to build knowledge through an active process that requires
learners to solve challenging problems while connecting to prior knowledge and
experiences to form new meanings (Dewey, 1916; Fox, 2001; Karagiorgi & Symeou,
2005; Piaget, 1973).
Constructivism is a framework used to explain how people obtain knowledge. The
fundamental belief of constructivism is that people construct knowledge by actively
engaging with content, using prior knowledge, and solving challenging problems (Fox,
2001; Piaget, 1973; Von Glasersfeld, 1989). The theory of constructivism generally
indicates that knowledge is constructed and invented and that learning is a process
requiring challenging problems to solve thus bringing meaning to education for the
learner (Fox, 2001; Piaget, 1973; Von Glasersfeld, 1989).
3

Once students begin to construct their own knowledge, they can then begin to
actively apply their learning through challenging problem-solving opportunities (Bonwell
& Eison, 1991; Karagiorgi & Symeou, 2005). Active learning began as a branch of
constructivism; although, it was John Dewey that determined knowledge is gained when
learners are actively involved with experiences that have meaning to them and when a
greater emphasis is placed on students exploring their ideas (Bonwell & Eison, 1991).
Active learning theorists believe that learning should intellectually engage students with
the content (Edwards, 2015) through meaningful understanding that is developed through
solving challenging problems (Karagiorgi & Symeou, 2005). Students are more actively
involved in the learning process and participate more in learning decisions when students
are collaborating together and actively taking ownership of their learning (Bonwell &
Eison, 1991; Edwards, 2015; Freeman et al., 2014; Seglem & Bonner, 2016).
In order to create active learning experiences within the classroom, educators
must reflect the framework of constructivism and the grounding theory of active learning
in their lesson planning decisions to implement the characteristics of active learning into
their classrooms. Thus, this research study describes the characteristics, results, benefits,
and barriers Google Innovators use in implementing active learning in the K12
classroom.
Statement of the Problem
One problem in education is that learning environments can be unengaging and
only allow students to take a passive role in their own learning (Bonwell & Eison, 1991;
Dewey, 1916; Freeman et al, 2014). This problem affects students and teachers in K12
4

educational environments because it limits the knowledge obtained by students (Edwards,
2015; Heath & Heath, 2007; Seglem & Bonner, 2016; Slavich & Zimbardo, 2012). The
problem exists in K12 educational environments because teachers use a traditional model
of educating which gives students a passive role in the learning environment (Slavich &
Zimbardo, 2012). Students need to be challenged to take a more active role in the
classroom in order to fully reach their potential (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Fox, 2001;
Karagiorgi & Symeou, 2005; Prevette, 2017). One solution to this problem is already
taking place; Google Innovators are creating active learning experiences in their
classrooms. Even though this solution is occurring, it needs to be observed and described
in order to help educators implement active learning in their classrooms (Fox, 2001;
Karagiorgi & Symeou, 2005; Slavich & Zimbardo, 2012). Google Innovators were an
appropriate participant choice for this study because they are a group of innovative
educators passionate about authentic student learning (Google for Education, 2018). The
goal of implementing active learning experiences is to alter the atmosphere of the K12
classroom so that students take more of an active role in learning (Bonwell & Eison,
1991; Edwards, 2015; Freeman et al., 2014; Seglem & Bonner, 2016; Slavich &
Zimbardo, 2012). The goal of this research is to describe the possible solutions for the
unengaging classroom experience so that current and future educators may benefit from
the information gained.

5

Research Purpose
The purpose of this cross-sectional descriptive research study is to describe the
characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers reported by Google Innovators in
implementing active learning experiences in the K12 classroom, so future and current
K12 educators will benefit their students by providing an active learning experience. The
theory guiding this research study was active learning as a branch of constructivist
theoretical framework. For the purpose of this research study, active learning experiences
are defined as lessons taught with purposeful design and intentional instruction that allow
students to take ownership of their learning in an environment conducive to engagement,
collaboration, and problem-solving. This research described the characteristics, results,
benefits, and barriers used to create and implement active learning experiences into K12
classroom environments through looking specifically at Google Innovators’ lesson
planning and implementation of active learning. A cross-sectional descriptive study was
appropriate because it simultaneously measures multiple outcomes and exposures and
takes a snapshot of the participants’ interaction with the intended target of study (Gall,
Gall, & Borg, 2015; Setia, 2016). Using this method of research will not only allow the
researcher to describe the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers Google Innovators
have towards the active learning experiences taking place within their classrooms but will
also allow the researcher to categorize the characteristics by most used and least used for
each grade level.

6

Research Questions
Research Question 1: What characteristics do Google Innovators report
implementing in their K12 classrooms to promote active learning experiences?
Research Question 2: According to Google Innovators, what are the results of
implementing active learning experiences in a K12 environment?
Research Question 3: According to Google Innovators, what are the benefits of
implementing active learning experiences in a K12 environment?
Research Question 4: According to Google Innovators, what are the barriers to
implementing active learning experiences in a K12 environment?
Significance
Despite active learning being in existence for decades, a majority of educators
still use the traditional lecture style model of instruction (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Fox,
2001; Freeman et al, 2014; Karagiorgi & Symeou, 2005). One reason for this lack of
change could be that active learning has not been taught with practical instructional
implementation techniques for classroom educators (Peiratt, 2010). This research study
used Google Innovators to determine the characteristics used to incorporate active
learning into the K12 classroom specifically through lesson planning and
implementation. Through this research, the characteristics used most often by Google
Innovators can be categorized by grade level in order to assist current and future K12
classroom educators to incorporate active learning into their own classrooms. This
research also discussed the results, benefits, and barriers to implementing active learning
into the K12 classroom according to Google Innovators; therefore, this research will aid
7

current and future K12 educators in choosing appropriate characteristics and will describe
the results, benefits, and barriers to implementing active learning experiences within the
K12 classroom. The inevitable result from this research will be to give educators practical
examples of active learning being implemented in K12 classrooms.
Definitions of Terms
Active learning experiences are lessons taught with purposeful design and
intentional instruction that allow students to take ownership of their learning in an
environment conducive to engagement, collaboration, and problem-solving.
Constructivism is defined as learning that is actively constructed through a
process requiring meaningful and challenging problems for the learner to solve.
Google Innovators are innovative educators as determined by Google for
Education. Google Innovators complete a multistep review process and are identified
according to Google for Education’s criteria.
Purposeful Design can be defined as classroom teachers creating an experience
for the learner where the teacher is more of a facilitator of the experience rather than the
primary instructor of content.
Intentional Instruction can be defined as educators specifically choosing how
content is presented for each lesson and planning activities that personalize the
experience for each student.
Student Ownership can be defined as allowing students to be actively involved
in the experience. Instead of being told what to learn, students are encouraged to engage
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with the material in their own way allowing students to practice academic responsibility
in a safe and structured environment.
Engagement can be defined as students interacting with content and activities on
so that they seek answers to complicated problems while allowing teachers to take on
more of a supporting role providing resources.
Collaboration can be defined as giving students opportunities to work with other
students.
Problem-solving can be defined as students following a repeatable process until a
solution is reached using creativity and higher order thinking skills.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
Researchers suggest that individuals learn best when they are involved in an
experience through active learning; however, implementing active learning can be
difficult in K12 classrooms because the majority of current research focuses on the theory
of active learning and does not specifically look at the implementation of active learning
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1916; Michael, 2007; Seglem & Bonner, 2016). One of
the current issues in education is that many learning environments can be unengaging and
only allow students to take a passive role in their own learning (Dewey, 1916; Bonwell &
Eison, 1991; Freeman et al, 2014). Implementing active learning experiences within the
K12 classroom is one solution to this problem because it allows students to take an active
role in the classroom (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Edwards, 2015; Freeman et al, 2014). This
problem affects students and teachers in a K12 educational environment. Teachers
implementing active learning can be facilitators of content probing students to ask the
right questions while feeling empowered to personalize instruction to each student’s
passion and ability (Prevette, 2017).
Theoretical Context
The framework for this research study is constructivism with active learning as
the grounding theory; therefore, this theoretical review will begin with a brief explanation
of constructivism followed by in depth review of active learning.
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Constructivism
Constructivism is a theory used to explain how people obtain knowledge. The
basic belief of constructivism is that people construct their own knowledge through
actively engaging with content, using prior knowledge, and solving challenging problems
(Fox, 2001; Piaget, 1973; Von Glasersfeld, 1989). The theory of constructivism is widely
used in the current field of education but as a general viewpoint and not as a set of clearly
stated claims (Fox, 2001). The general viewpoint is that constructivism contains six main
principles:
“(1) learning is an active process, (2) knowledge is constructed, rather than innate,
or previously absorbed, (3) knowledge is invented not discovered, (4a & b) all
knowledge is personal, idiosyncratic, and yet socially constructed, (5) learning is
essentially a process of making sense of the world, and (6) effective learning
requires meaningful, open-ended, challenging problems for the learner to solve”
(Fox, 2001, p. 24).
Constructivism is believed to be a process of actively constructing knowledge that allows
individuals to organize their own experiential world and brings meaning to their own
experiences (Fox, 2001; Karagiorgi & Symeou, 2005; Piaget, 1973; Von Glasersfeld,
1989).
Research indicates that constructivism was founded by Jean Piaget with various
branches of constructivism like social constructivism; for example, being founded by Lev
Vygotsky (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Fox, 2001; Karagiorgi & Symeou, 2005). However, it
was John Dewey that determined knowledge is gained when learners are actively
11

involved with experiences that have meaning and when a greater emphasis is placed on
students exploring their own ideas (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1916). Therefore,
Dewey is widely considered to be the founder of active learning as a branch of
constructivism (Bonwell & Eison, 1991).
Active Learning
In Democracy and Education (1916), Dewey discusses numerous viewpoints of
education but determines that learning takes place from an individual's experience of the
world and that there is power in learning from experience (Dewey, 1916). In Dewey’s
early work, he challenged teachers to cultivate the capacity of students to identify their
happiness by improving the happiness of others (Dewey, 1916; Fishman & McCarthy,
2010). Dewey believed that every human has an innate desire to lead meaningful lives in
harmony with others (Dewey, 1916; Fishman & McCarthy, 2010). It was the belief that
students should cultivate a deep devoted love for others and choose objects passionately
that will help others that laid the foundation for active learning (Dewey, 1916; Fishman
& McCarthy, 2010). Dewey argues that this is not only a great way to bring about social
reform but also to instill great happiness in students (Dewey, 1916; Fishman &
McCarthy, 2010).
Dewey’s belief incorporates the views of Piaget and Vygotsky (Dewey, 1916;
Mayer, 2008). Dewey believed that children must participate in collaborative
environments where they are free to engage in their learning by making meaning out of
the constructed knowledge (Dewey, 1916; Mayer, 2008). Piaget sought to track the
development of thought and created a method capable of determining the reasoning of a
12

child (Dewey, 1916; Mayer, 2008; Von Glasersfeld, 1989). Vygotsky determined that
existing tools of the culture challenge children’s thought (Mayer, 2008; Vygotsky &
Cole, 1981); however, Dewey believed the foundation for active learning is that “human
meanings would deepen in a useful and rewarding manner as a function of profound
cultural appropriation and renewal” (Mayer, 2008, p. 7; Dewey, 1916). Although Dewey
and Vygotsky studied different sides of this argument, they agreed on how human
understanding is advanced by the culture and is evident by the attention both Dewey and
Vygotsky gave to education, the process of learning, and how human thought was
constructed (Dewey, 1916; Mayer, 2008; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). All three theorists
“questioned how children might be taught to think in new ways and so move beyond the
lockstep reenactment of the known;” however, it was Dewey that believed “active habits
involve thought, invention, and initiative” thus laying the foundation for active learning
(Dewey, 1916, p. 62; Mayer, 2008, p. 8; Piaget, 1973; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981).
More recently, Bonwell & Eison (1991) suggested that many educators believe
they are implementing active learning simply because students are actively listening to
in-class lectures and completing worksheets; however, they suggested that when
implemented properly active learning is, in fact, a way for students to be engaged with
higher level thinking and problem-solving skills that allow students to not only complete
tasks but to think about why they are completing tasks (Bonwell & Eison, 1991). Thus,
engaging students through active learning can allow students the opportunity to learn
through the experiences created which can be more impactful than completing
worksheets (Bonwell & Eison, 1991).
13

This research study blends the core definitions of active learning from Dewey,
Piaget, Vygotsky, and Bonwell & Eison to craft a specific definition of active learning.
This research study will focus on the following core beliefs of active learning from each
major theorist. Dewey believed that the teacher should be a facilitator of information
guiding students to learn through creating their own experience (Dewey, 1938). Piaget
focused on how students interact with the world and what students did with that
interaction (Piaget, 1973). Vygotsky was concerned with the social aspect of learning and
believed that students must learn with others (Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). Vygotsky also
believed that once a student understood the goals and purpose of a lesson responsibility
could be transferred to the student (Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). Bonwell & Eison (1991)
believed that in order to be actively involved in learning students must be engaged in
solving problems. When these definitions of active learning are combined, six main
characteristics of active learning emerge: purposeful design (Dewey 1916), intentional
instruction (Vygotsky & Cole, 1981), student ownership (Bonwell & Eison, 1991;
Vygotsky & Cole, 1981), engagement (Piaget, 1973), collaboration (Vygotsky & Cole,
1981), and problem-solving (Bonwell & Eison, 1991) (Figure 1). Dewey (1916, Piaget
(1973), Vygotsky (1981), and Bonwell & Eison (1991) believe in most of these
characteristics, but certain characteristics are being pulled from the work of each theorist
to craft the specific definition for the purposes of this research study (Bonwell & Eison,
1991; Dewey, 1938; Piaget, 1973; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). Therefore, this research
study will focus on the implementation of these six characteristics of active learning:
purposeful design, intentional instruction, student ownership, engagement, collaboration,
14

and problem-solving. For the purposes of this research study, active learning is defined as
lessons taught with purposeful design and intentional instruction that allow students to
take ownership of their learning in an environment conducive to engagement,
collaboration, and problem-solving.

Figure 1. Definition of active learning
Review of the Literature
The following literature review will begin with an overview of the current crisis
in education and will then introduce active learning by specifically discussing relevant
literature on the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers of implementing active
learning in the K12 classroom. The following literature review will conclude with a brief
discussion of the Google Certified Innovator program because Google Innovators are the
chosen participant group.

15

Crisis in Education
One of the current issues in education is unengaging classrooms can create
unengaged and bored students (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1916; Freeman et al,
2014; Slavich & Zimbardo, 2012). Active learning can create engaging classrooms
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991); however, an opposite teaching method to active learning is the
traditional style of lecturing which is widely considered to be passive learning (Michel,
Cater, & Varela, 2009). Passive learning and active learning teaching styles were directly
compared through student cognitive outcomes in a study completed by Michel et al.
(2009). They studied almost 7,000 college students using two business classes. One class
used the traditional passive style of learning while the other class participated in active
learning strategies including problem-based learning (Michel et al., 2009). They found
that students participating in active learning scored four points higher than students in the
passive learning class at the end of the course. They also found that active learning had a
positive impact on the cognitive outcomes of students (Michel et al., 2009). Cotner et al.
(2013) also conducted a study that compared student scores in an active learning
environment versus those of students in a traditional classroom environment. The
researchers (Cotner et al., 2013) found that students in active learning classrooms earned
higher grades than expected and determined that the investment in active learning
classrooms can be worth the time and effort involved (Cotner et al., 2013).
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Susan Edwards (2015) also argues that active learning can be beneficial to
students. Edwards (2015) conducted a study that observed numerous core subject area
teachers completing one lesson or unit of study while including active learning
characteristics. Edwards (2015) listed ways a typical lesson would be taught and then
compared the active learning style to the traditional style lesson. She found that students
were more engaged socially, intellectually, and physically when purposeful active
learning was used in the lesson.
Therefore, as shown by the research of Cotner et. al (2013), Edwards (2015), and
Michel et al (2009) active learning environments can be more successful than passive
learning environments and should be implemented more often in K12 educational
environments as a solution to the current issue of unengaging classrooms (Cotner et al.,
2013; Edwards, 2015; Michel et al., 2009).
Characteristics of Active Learning
As previously mentioned, the six characteristics for active learning from this
specific study are combined from the definitions of active learning from major theorists
Dewey (1916, 1938), Piaget (1973), Vygotsky (1981), and Bonwell & Eison (1991)
(Figure 1). The six characteristics are: purposeful design (Dewey, 1916), intentional
instruction (Dewey, 1916; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981), student ownership (Bonwell &
Eison, 1991; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981), engagement (Piaget, 1973), collaboration
(Vygotsky & Cole, 1981), and problem-solving (Bonwell & Eison, 1991) (Figure 2). All
six characteristics are outlined with relevant literature below. This section will begin and
17

conclude with a hypothetical example of how all six characteristics are included into a
classroom unit in order to promote all six characteristics of active learning.

Figure 2. Characteristics of active learning
Active Learning in Action Example 1:
A hypothetical example of implementing all six characteristics is provided in
order to demonstrate how to construct a lesson or unit utilizing all six constructs. The
following sections on the characteristics of active learning will reference this example.
Mrs. Teacher is a seventh-grade math teacher. She is planning a unit in geometry on
areas, surface areas, volume, ratios, and proportional thinking completing the Common
Core Standard to “solve real-life and mathematical problems involving angle measure,
area, surface area, and volume” (CCSSI 2010, 7.G.6, p. 50). Mrs. Teacher can lecture,
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have students practice with a worksheet, and assess students with a test but instead she
wants to purposefully design an experience for students to learn in an engaging
environment. Mrs. Teacher first begins by considering the objective, key components,
and essential questions to this specific unit paying attention to what content is going to
be covered with purposeful design. She designs a unit where students will use their
math skills to build a home. She contacts a local architect to help students with difficult
questions. She crafts a specific set of goals that she will use with students. She then
pays attention to how the content is going to be delivered. Mrs. Teacher plans each day
of this unit in detail crafting each activity so that she can implement this unit with
intentional instruction by creating a math log, constraints for the home, and scenarios
for each home. (Active Learning Characteristics: Purposeful Design and Intentional
Instruction)
Mrs. Teacher opens the unit by presenting the goals to students and explaining the
math log, scenarios, and constraints. Students are then asked to choose a scenario
(home for a family of 4, home for a newlywed couple, home for an elderly couple, etc)
and spend the rest of that class drawing individual plans. At the end of this class, Mrs.
Teacher groups students by scenario and they pitch their drawings to each other. (1
day) (Active Learning Characteristics: Engagement and Collaboration).
Throughout the next week, students complete a build process in groups. The build
process includes several rounds of drawing their house plans and answering questions
on their math log. The local architect comes for one day to check in with groups and
19

help with any issues students are having. Students are also given constraints for their
houses (must have a bedroom downstairs, must have two floors, can only be 2000
square feet). (5 days) (Active Learning Characteristics: Engagement, Collaboration,
and Problem-Solving)
Students then begin to build a scaled model of their house. They continue to answer
questions in their math log. (5 days) (Active Learning Characteristics: Engagement,
Collaboration, Student Ownership, and Problem-Solving)
Students present their house model and explain their process to the local architect on
the house reveal day. (2 days) (Active Learning Characteristics: Student Ownership
and Engagement)
Mrs. Teacher concludes the unit by having students reflect on their math log and
discuss things they would do differently next time. (1 day) (Active Learning
Characteristics: Engagement, Student Ownership, and Problem-Solving)

Purposeful Design. Purposeful design plays an important role in implementing
active learning. Purposefully designing lessons is important because it allows for the
creation of an experience. Dewey (1938) believed that teachers are facilitators of content
and creators of experiences for students to participate in by actively engaging with the
activity in order to gain knowledge (Dewey, 1938; Pardjono, 2016). Part of the
experience includes, but is not limited to, presenting ideas in a purposeful way in order to
encourage participation (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1938; Edwards, 2015).
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In Tipping Point, Malcolm Gladwell (2002) presents the idea of learning by
discussing Edward Palmer’s (1973) research on the educational television programming
of Sesame Street. Gladwell details how Palmer changed educational television by
determining that presenting ideas in a specific and engaging way makes learning more
memorable because viewers are actively involved and not simply a passive audience
(Gladwell, 2002; Palmer, 1973). Gladwell’s example is the famous television show
Blue’s Clues. The creators of Blue’s Clues altered the original idea of Sesame Street by
adding and taking away key concepts of Sesame Street. The Blue’s Clues creators made
the show half an hour instead of a whole hour and constructed every episode in the same
way while also offering the children a chance to participate actively with the episode.
Gladwell (2002) suggests that people can make an impact with paying attention to how
ideas are presented because the content of Sesame Street and Blue’s Clues was not
substantially altered but the producers simply changed how their ideas were presented
(Gladwell, 2002; Palmer, 1973). The same idea can be right for the classroom if
educators pay attention to the presentation of their ideas.
Hong, Clinton, and Rieber (2014) use previous literature to discuss the
importance of designing instruction for creative learning. Instead of completing a study,
this article discusses previous literature and offers seven steps on how to practically
implement purposefully designed lessons to enhance user learning. The seven
suggestions for proper implementation are resolve to be creative, pursue positive affect
and relaxation, carefully consider users’ experience, approach things from different
perspectives, use specific techniques for promoting creative ideas, be reflective and
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persistent, and become an experienced professional instructional designer (Hong, Clinton,
& Reiber 2014).
Purposeful design is a useful characteristic of implementing active learning when
teachers pay attention to how ideas are presented (Gladwell, 2002; Palmer, 1973) and
allow students to be creative, reflective, and persistent (Hong, Clinton, & Rieber, 2014).
Purposeful design can be defined as altering a lesson or unit to create an experience for
the learner where the teacher is more of a facilitator of the experience rather than the
primary instructor of content. In the previous hypothetical example, purposeful design is
illustrated by Mrs. Teacher considering the objectives, key components, and essential
questions of the unit and creating a hands-on experience that allows students to build a
home using their math skills. Mrs. Teacher also includes a local professional in the field
and essentially gives students a real-world audience for their project.
Intentional Instruction. The next characteristic of active learning is intentional
instruction. It is not only important to pay attention to what content is presented by
creating an experience through purposeful design but to also pay attention to how content
is presented through intentional instruction. Vygotsky (1981) believed that teachers and
students have a shared interested in the goals of the class because it is an experience in
which both the teacher and student are involved (Mayer, 2008; Pardjono, 2016; Vygotsky
& Cole, 1981).
Chip and Dan Heath (2007), in their book Made to Stick, argue that implementing
the following six principles allows teachers to create a memorable experience: simple,
unexpected, concrete, credible, emotional, and stories. Weaving these six principles into
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any idea helps make the idea stick in an individual’s long-term memory (Heath & Heath,
2007; Hidi, 1990). A teacher may plan to teach fifty concepts, but in order to be effective,
the teacher must focus on two to three concepts (Heath & Heath, 2007; Hidi, 1990). The
six principles force the audience to “pay attention (unexpected), understand and
remember it (concrete), agree/believe (credible), care (emotional), and be able to act on it
(story)” (Heath & Heath, 2007, p. 246-247). By implementing these six principles,
teachers can focus on intentional instruction of material realizing that it is not simply
what content is presented but how that content is presented that matters. These ideas are
not specifically for the classroom but with focused effort can be used in the field of
education in order to create a lesson with intentional instruction.
Implementing intentional instruction in the classroom can be difficult; however,
Dabae Lee (2014) uses research on personalized learning to discuss implementing
intentional instruction. Personalized learning is comprised of three main components:
individualization, differentiation, and personalization. The framework suggested by Lee
uses personalized learning as the base. The results from this study are not typical of a
research study containing participants. Instead, using previous literature, Lee institutes a
framework for personalized learning with five key features: “personalized learning plan,
project- or problem-based learning, competency-based student progress rather than
conventional time-based progress, criterion-referenced assessment (CRA) for ensuring
student learning, and multi-year mentoring of students by a teacher” (Lee, 2014, p. 12). A
surprising aspect of this framework is that it relies heavily on technology in personalized
learning because technology helps to assess, record, and analyze student data, but it also
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assists teachers in curating individual student projects (Lee, 2014). Personalized learning
is a strategy of active learning because it offers a unique path for each individual student
and is an excellent tool for implementing intentional instruction because it pays attention
to how content is presented for each student.
Intentional instruction combined with purposeful design allows the teacher to
properly plan and implement active learning in the K12 classroom by efficiently planning
not only for what content will be presented but also for how content will be presented.
Implementing purposeful design and intentional instruction causes a shift in mentality for
the teacher and encourages an active learning experience in the classroom.
Intentional instruction can be defined as educators paying attention to how
content is presented for each lesson and planning activities that personalize the
experience for each student. In the previous hypothetical example, Mrs. Teacher pays
attention to how content is presented by emphasizing a hands-on experience over lectures
and by specifically planning for the unit by creating a math log and by adding constraints
and scenarios to the project.
Student Ownership. Implementing an active learning experience allows students
to take ownership of their learning by allowing responsibility of the lesson to be
transferred to the student once the goals of the lesson are understood (Vygotsky & Cole,
1981). Students taking ownership of learning is a major characteristic of active learning.
Once teachers purposefully design their lessons and follow a plan of intentional
instruction, Vygotsky (1981) believed students would understand the goals for the class,
and teachers could gradually transfer responsibility of learning to the student (Mayer,
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2008; Pardjono, 2016; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). Bonwell & Eison (1991) also argue that
active learning when implemented properly allow students to take ownership of their
learning through analyzing, synthesizing, and evaluating their learning (Bonwell &
Eison, 1991). Dewey (1916) believed in making the learner a shared partner in the
activity and that students should not be told what to learn but should be actively involved
in the process (Dewey, 1916).
Barbara Andrews (2010) discussed student ownership through implementing a
student-centered approach. She realized three main benefits from implementing a
student-centered approach in an art class. First, a shift in the focus of the class from the
assignment to the student. The second is the shift in teacher student relationship, and the
third benefit is a shift in the assessment process. She also determined that using a studentcentered approach allowed for students to take ownership of their learning because
students discovered how to learn.
Mahatmya, Brown, & Johnson (2014) argue that students should be seen as
clients in the classroom. Teachers can help by creating an environment echoing Dewey’s
belief in a shared partnership (Dewey, 1916; Mahatmya et al., 2014). Mahatmya et al.
(2014) also suggest that teachers view students as collaborators and empower learners to
take ownership of the learning improving their own academic instruction allowing
students to practice academic responsibility in a safe and structured environment.
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Student ownership can be defined as allowing students to be actively involved in
the experience. Instead of being told what to learn, students are encouraged to engage
with the material in their own way allowing students to practice academic responsibility
in a safe and structured environment. In the previous hypothetical example, Mrs. Teacher
implements student ownership by providing a hands-on experience of building a scale
model home with the guidance of a local architect. The end result is no longer to present
a finished project to the teacher for a grade but to complete a project the students are
proud to show a local professional in the field.
Engagement. Once students take ownership of their learning they are more
engaged with the content on a deeper level. Piaget (1973) believed that students not only
need to interact with the world but need to understand what to do with that interaction.
One method of balancing the way a learner interacts with the world is to
encourage engagement with the lesson content by asking questions through a process of
inquiry. Inquiry should be an essential strategy within an active learning environment
because it allows students the opportunity to reflect on the process of learning and to
think critically (Bonnstetter, 1988; Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Seglem & Bonner, 2016).
Bonnstetter (1988) believed that critical thinking was directly related to the proper
development of questions. In his study, Bonnstetter obtained a recorded class and
objectives from a geology professor. The professor stated that his objectives were to be
able to think critically and facilitate discussion. However, in the recording the professor
asked over 250 questions with most of them requiring short answers or yes/no responses.
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He argued that a social gathering does not institute a discussion and that simply asking
questions does not mean that inquiry will be included in the lesson. To include inquiry in
a lesson means to ask questions with purpose and efficiency; for example, Bonnstetter
(1988) suggests that no more than 30 questions be included in a lesson and that those
questions should be allowed appropriate reflection time before requiring an answer. The
30 questions per class should not ask for information the teacher has already taught
students, involve a yes/no response, or rephrase a question already asked. He also urged
that the proper inclusion of inquiry be an important part of education because students
should not be given the answers to questions in a real-world environment after
graduating. Thus, education should prepare students to think critically by including
inquiry in the classroom, so they will be successful when called upon to solve real-world
challenges (Bonnstetter, 1988).
Encouraging student engagement in the classroom can also be beneficial because
it encourages the amplification of student voice. Seglem and Bonner (2016) created a
study to emphasize student voice in the classroom. Amplifying student voice helps
encourage students to engage in the lesson because it promotes collaboration, encourages
students to seek answers to complicated problems, provides a public audience for
students to show their learning, and allows teachers to take on the role of supporter
providing resources. In the research study, students participated in a unit of study in a
language arts class. Students completed numerous tasks throughout the unit including
blogging, finding articles relating to the book, interviewing community members,
developing questions, researching questions, refining questions, and creating a campaign
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designed to educate their audience about their findings. The researchers describe how
their student participants were more engaged in the lesson and enjoyed the unit overall.
This type of study becomes increasingly important with the increase in mindset towards
creating an experience in the classroom by implementing active learning characteristics
like engagement.
Engagement can be defined as students interacting with content on a deeper level
so that they seek answers to complicated problems while allowing teachers to take on
more of a supporting role providing resources. In the previous hypothetical example,
Mrs. Teacher uses engagement by creating the hands-on project and by creating a math
log for students to engage with while completing their project. The students are also
asked to engage in the lesson by self-evaluating their project at the end which allows
students to engage with the lesson on a deeper level.
Collaboration. Collaboration is a key characteristic because students learn best
when collaborating with others (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1916; Vygotsky &
Cole, 1981). Vygotsky and Dewey both believe that learning should be a social event
(Dewey, 1916; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). Although Dewey believed that gaining
knowledge is an individual activity he also believed that students should interact with
their environment as a whole including other students (Dewey, 1916; Pardjono, 2010).
Vygotsky believed that learning is a process of performing activities that can only be
accomplished with the help of others (Pardjono, 2010; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981).
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Mcglynn & Kozlowski (2016) offered a specific set of criteria in order to
empower students through collaboration. They also suggested that teachers either define
groups based on all students having similar abilities or assign groups based on the
different abilities of students; they also suggested that each group, regardless of their
grouping, should allow for each member to be involved with a specific role or job. Each
member should have a set of specific learning goals and should be held accountable both
individually and collectively. In order to ensure all students follow this criteria, the
researcher suggested that each teacher provide a set of expectations for what productive
groups look like in that particular class and provide students with an example for how to
provide meaningful feedback.
Collaboration can be defined as giving students opportunities to work with other
students in order to interact with their environment as a whole. In the previous
hypothetical example, Mrs. Teacher encourages collaboration by creating groups based
on student choice rather than ability. She also encourages students to collaborate with the
local professional in the field.
Problem-Solving. Bonwell and Eison (1991) argued that in order to be involved
in active learning, students must be engaged with solving problems; solving problems is a
creative task. The term creative problem-solving was created by Alex Osborn (1953), but
Richard Fobes (1993) defined creative problem-solving as the process of creating a
solution to a problem. Creative problem-solving can be used when a solution to a
currently existing problem is unknown (Fobes, 1993). A solution is reached by following
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a process of clarifying, ideating, developing, and implementing (Creative Innovative
Thinkers, 2018). It is the process that is important when implementing problem-solving
(Fobes, 1993). Problem-solving begins with a problem, the desire to ask questions, and
the flexible mindset to answer yes, and then follows the process until a suitable solution
is reached (Creating Innovative Thinkers, 2018; Fobes, 1993; Osborn; 1953).
Treffinger’s (1995) study offered important suggestions for applying the process
of problem-solving in the K12 classroom. His research stated that through specific and
detailed efforts, students can “make, monitor, and manage specific decisions regarding
the stages, methods, and techniques to be used, and the order or sequences in which they
will be used” (Treffinger, 1995, p. 305). Problem-solving calls on individuals and groups
to invest in “reflection, imagination, judgment, and energy in their creative problemsolving efforts. At the same time, the framework provides a structured set of operations
or tools as resources upon which to draw as needed” (Treffinger, 1995, p. 305). Problemsolving lists three major components including “understanding the problem, generating
ideas, and planning for action” while also listing six stages to think critically “messfinding, data-finding, problem-finding, idea-finding, solution-finding, and acceptancefinding” (Treffinger, 1995, p. 306). These stages can be implemented within the
classroom with student involvement to promote higher order thinking skills to further
promote active learning experiences.
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Takahashi and Saito (2013) also examined the process of problem-solving by
asking questions about what kind of process students appreciate and what type of
meaningful change students undertake through the process of problem-solving. The data
collected from their study came in three different sets. The first set consisted of
observations during lessons at a women’s university in Japan. The second set included
written reflections each student submitted after each lesson and the third set consisted of
notes taken after the original interviews. The researchers found three things. First, that
students understood very little of the program at the beginning but began to understand as
they worked in groups. The second outcome researchers found was that students opened
up once the classroom became more collaborative and creative. The last thing the
researchers found was the importance of the participants to broaden their perspectives;
therefore, problem-solving can be helpful in active learning classrooms but not just for
collaboration and broadening perspectives.
High Tech High in San Diego, CA implemented problem-solving as a strategy for
active learning but focused more on allowing students to solve real-world problems.
Teachers at High Tech High provided students the freedom to complete projects based on
their own passions (Pieratt, 2010). High Tech High focuses on the aspect of the teacher as
a designer of content and personalized projects to each student through the development
of projects to showcase in a public venue. Teachers at High Tech High believed that
students learn best outside the walls of a classroom. High Tech High is the perfect
example of successfully implementing problem-solving into the classroom.
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Based on the research above, problem-solving is an effective characteristic of
active learning because it allows students to collaborate, broaden their perspectives, build
a useable knowledge base, and create products for a real-world audience (Barrows &
Tamblyn 1980; Pieratt, 2010; Takahashi & Saito, 2013).
Problem-solving can be defined as students following a repeatable process until a
suitable solution is reached using creativity and higher order thinking skills and in turn
broadens student perspectives. In the previous hypothetical example, Mrs. Teacher
incorporates problem-solving by giving students time in class to complete multiple
prototypes of their projects while also requiring them to meet certain constraints and
scenarios thus enforcing the use of creativity and higher order thinking skills while
implementing a repeatable process until a solution is met including all of the constraints.
Summary. Active learning can be best implemented when these six
characteristics are used interchangeably throughout an entire unit and not thrown into one
specific class period. Each individual characteristic can be implemented independently
from active learning; however, this study argues that active learning is best implemented
when all six characteristics outlined above are used interchangeably through each unit of
study. These characteristics, and thus active learning, can be adapted and implemented in
every subject area and grade level.
Active Learning in Action Example 2
A second hypothetical example of implementing all six characteristics is provided
in order to demonstrate how to construct a lesson or unit utilizing all six constructs.
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Mrs. Teacher is a seventh-grade math teacher. She is planning a unit in geometry on
areas, surface areas, volume, ratios, and proportional thinking completing the Common
Core Standard to “solve real-life and mathematical problems involving angle measure,
area, surface area, and volume” (CCSSI 2010, 7.G.6, p. 50). Mrs. Teacher can lecture,
have students practice with a worksheet, and assess students with a test but instead she
wants to purposefully design an experience for students to learn in an engaging
environment. Mrs. Teacher first begins by considering the objective, key components,
and essential questions to this specific unit paying attention to what content is going to
be covered with purposeful design. She designs a unit where students will use their
math skills to build a home. She contacts a local architect to help students with difficult
questions. She crafts a specific set of goals that she will use with students. She then
pays attention to how the content is going to be delivered. Mrs. Teacher plans each day
of this unit in detail crafting each activity so that she can implement this unit with
intentional instruction by creating a math log, constraints for the home, and scenarios
for each home. (Active Learning Characteristics: Purposeful Design and Intentional
Instruction)
Mrs. Teacher opens the unit by presenting the goals to students and explaining the math
log, scenarios, and constraints. Students are then asked to choose a scenario (home for
a family of 4, home for a newlywed couple, home for an elderly couple, etc) and spend
the rest of that class drawing individual plans. At the end of this class, Mrs. Teacher
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groups students by scenario and they pitch their drawings to each other. (1 day) (Active
Learning Characteristics: Engagement and Collaboration).
Throughout the next week, students complete a build process in groups. The build
process includes several rounds of drawing their house plans and answering questions
on their math log. The local architect comes for one day to check in with groups and
help with any issues students are having. Students are also given constraints for their
houses (must have a bedroom downstairs, must have two floors, can only be 2000
square feet). (5 days) (Active Learning Characteristics: Engagement, Collaboration,
and Problem-Solving)
Students then begin to build a scaled model of their house. They continue to answer
questions in their math log. (5 days) (Active Learning Characteristics: Engagement,
Collaboration, Student Ownership, and Problem-Solving)
Students present their house model and explain their process to the local architect on
the house reveal day. (2 days) (Active Learning Characteristics: Student Ownership and
Engagement)
Mrs. Teacher concludes the unit by having students reflect on their math log and
discuss things they would do differently next time. (1 day) (Active Learning
Characteristics: Engagement, Student Ownership, and Problem-Solving)
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Summary. The hypothetical examples offer an illustration on how active learning
might be implemented into a classroom utilizing all six constructs of the characteristics of
active learning according to this research study. Each construct can be implemented in a
classroom by itself but becomes part of the active learning experience when included
with the other constructs in lesson or units like the hypothetical examples illustrate.
Implementation Results of Active Learning
Discussing the characteristics of active learning can be helpful but teachers are
more concerned with the positive results active learning brings to students in their
classrooms. There are numerous results of implementing active learning in K12
classrooms but the two discussed below have been reviewed because both look at
increasing student performance through boosting assessment scores and lowering failure
rates (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Cotner et al, 2013; Freeman et al, 2014; Lee & Jabot,
2011).
Increasing student performance. Cotner et al. (2013) conducted a study that
compared student scores in an active learning environment versus those of students in a
traditional classroom environment (Cotner et al., 2013). Both the active learning
classroom (ALC) environment and the traditional environment had the same subject,
syllabus, and instructor (Cotner et al., 2013). The researchers found that “using a point
estimation regressions model, we expected students in the ALC to earn approximately 6
percentage points lower on their final grades than their peers in the traditional
classrooms; instead, students in the ALC earned half of a letter grade more than
expected” (Cotner et al., 2013, p. 85). The researchers went on to state they believe the
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investment in active learning classrooms can be worth the time and effort involved
(Cotner et al., 2013). They also suggested that educators should think creatively about
how to deliver instruction and should take every advantage of the classroom environment
to encourage active learning in the classroom (Cotner et al., 2013).
Lee & Jabot (2011) also studied the increase in student performance by
redesigning lecture based Science classes and gave a pre-test and posttest to determine if
the active learning activities implemented improved student performance. They
implemented characteristics of active learning including collaboration and critical
thinking into their classes. The mean of the pre-test was 44.6 and the mean of the posttest
was 79; therefore, the researchers found that students scored higher on the posttest after
implementing active learning activities into their lessons.
Lowering failure rates. Freeman et al. (2014) discussed the results of active
learning by conducting a study to determine the legitimacy of active learning in
increasing student performance. The researchers focused on class sessions in 225 studies
to compare active lessons versus traditional teaching. The researchers meta analyzed the
data to answer the questions related to issues of active learning boosting exam scores or
lowering failure rates. The researchers found that implementing active learning
characteristics into classrooms increased exam performance by “0.47 SDs” (Freeman et
al, 2014, p. 8410) and lowered the possibility of failure rates by “1.95 under traditional
lecturing” (Freeman et al, 2014, p. 8410). Freeman et al. (2014) provides evidence that
active learning was a successful way to engage students and still retain test scores and
lower failure rates when compared to traditional lecturing.
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Similarly, Bonwell & Eison (1991) suggested that active learning lowers failure
rates by allowing students to engage with the content more quickly. They also suggested
that assessing information learned sooner was a form of active learning and lowers failure
rates. They found that if students were assessed on information learned from a lecture
immediately after hearing the lecture students retained almost twice as much information
for a longer time period (Bonwell & Eison, 1991). The immediacy of the assessment was
important because scheduling an exam motivates students to study; however, assessing
the information immediately after it was learned actually assesses how much information
was learned by the student (Bonwell & Eison, 1991).
Summary. According to studies conducted (Cotner et al., 2013; Freeman et al.,
2014; Lee & Jabot, 2011), active learning environments produce successful results in
K12 classrooms through improving student performance by boosting exam scores and
lowering student failure rates. The successful results mentioned are specifically related to
assessments within active learning classrooms but there can be other benefits of
implementing active learning.
Benefits of Active Learning
Numerous benefits to implementing active learning in the K12 classroom can
include benefits that help students socially, physically, and intellectually (Bonwell &
Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1916; Edwards, 2015). Students can be more engaged in the
classroom material when they take an active role and take ownership of their learning.
Susan Edwards (2015) used previous literature and current teaching practices to argue
that active learning can be beneficial to students and empowers students long after
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graduation. She also suggested that the difference between learning information and
teaching students to use the information can aid students in learning the information
practically. The study Edwards conducted observed numerous core subject area teachers
completing one lesson or unit of study while including active learning characteristics.
Edwards listed ways a typical lesson would be taught and then compared the active
learning style to the traditional style lesson. She found that students were more engaged
socially, intellectually, and physically when purposeful active learning was used in the
lesson. The benefits of implementing active learning according to Edwards (2015) align
with Dewey (1916).
Social. Edwards (2015) and Dewey (1916) suggested that one benefit of active
learning was when students became more engaged socially. The researchers argued that
creating a socially engaging environment can be accomplished through small and large
group discussions and that social interaction was vital because it allowed students to
become more involved in their own learning (Dewey, 1916; Edwards, 2015).
Collaboration was a key factor in fostering a peer-oriented environment that encouraged
active engagement with the lesson (Dewey, 1916; Edwards, 2015).
Intellectual. Another benefit of an active learning environment was that students
would be more engaged intellectually (Dewey, 1916; Edwards, 2015). Intellectually
engaging in a lesson required higher order and critical thinking skills. Students have an
innate sense of curiosity; therefore, classroom environments that use that curiosity to
their advantage capitalize on the advancement of student learning. Creating an
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intellectually beneficial active learning classroom can be done by adding activities that
include inquiry or problem-solving opportunities.
Physical. Yet another benefit of an active learning environment was that students
were more engaged physically (Dewey, 1916; Edwards, 2015). Adding physical elements
to a classroom can be as simple as including hands-on projects, manipulatives, games,
interactive projects, and experiments to a lesson or unit. When students were physically
engaged in their lesson their participation is more active and thus allows the student to
connect to the lesson on a deeper more kinesthetic level.
Summary. Active learning environments can be beneficial in the categories of
social, intellectual, and physical because they allowed students to engage with higher
order thinking skills, collaborate with their peers, and connect to the lesson on a deeper
more kinesthetic level (Dewey, 1916; Edwards, 2015). These benefits drastically alter the
environments of active learning classrooms; however, despite relevant studies (Cotner et
al., 2013; Edwards, 2015; Freeman et al., 2014) conducted on the results and benefits of
implementing active learning strategies, certain barriers apply to implementing active
learning in the K12 classroom.
Barriers of Active Learning
Barriers of implementing active learning include but were not limited to student
characteristics, issues directly impacting faculty, and pedagogical issues (Bonwell &
Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007). Joel Michael (2007) conducted a study to determine the
barriers teachers perceive when implementing active learning in a K12 classroom.
Michael’s study divided twenty-nine faculty members into four groups and discussed the
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barriers implementing active learning in a workshop style format over the course of two
days (Michael, 2007). The perceived barriers to implementing active learning through
this study were “student characteristics, issues directly impacting faculty, and
pedagogical issues” (Michael, 2007, p. 42). Bonwell & Eison (1991) echoed these three
barriers to implementing active learning in the classroom (Bonwell & Eison, 1991).
Student characteristics. The teachers involved in the workshop determined that
a barrier to implementing active learning within the classroom was that students were
unprepared for an active learning environment (Michael, 2007). The teachers felt that
students were unprepared because students might not be mature enough, do not come to
class prepared, or simply do not want to participate. Bonwell & Eison (1991) agreed that
students may be unwilling to participate at first because it was a new way of learning.
The teachers in this particular workshop felt that these barriers were significant enough to
not move forward with planning to implement active learning into the classroom
(Michael, 2007). These barriers are present in active learning classrooms but can be
overcome with proper implementation techniques.
Issues directly impacting faculty. The teachers participating in Michael’s
(2007) workshop felt that a barrier to implementing active learning stems from issues
directly impacting faculty. For example, they felt that active learning environments
involved too much time to prepare lessons, allowed for less control over the environment,
included a lack of professional development for the teacher to understand proper
implementation strategies, and risked poor evaluation scores (Michael, 2007).
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Bonwell & Eison (1991) also suggested that barriers to implementing active
learning stem from issues directly impacting faculty and argued that issues impacting
faculty included taking too much time to prepare the lesson, lacking resources, losing
control in the classroom, and lacking appropriate training (Bonwell & Eison, 1991). They
also suggested that teachers are reluctant to implement active learning because it required
a change in structure for their classroom and that there were not enough incentives to
make such a change (Bonwell & Eison, 1991). The barriers regarding issues directly
impacting faculty relate to active learning classrooms but can be overcome with proper
professional development of implementation techniques and access to implementation
resources.
Pedagogical issues. Teachers attending Michael’s (2007) workshop also felt that
barriers relating to pedagogy were present in active learning classrooms. Some of the
pedagogical issues they mentioned were that content coverage will suffer; student
assessment will suffer; quality control across several class periods was difficult; and that
it was hard to predict learning outcomes (Michael, 2007). Bonwell & Eison (1991)
agreed that educators felt that content coverage will suffer when implementing active
learning in the classroom (Bonwell & Eison, 1991). Again, these barriers were present
but can be overcome with proper professional development and administrative support.
Summary. Despite the large list of barriers, Michael’s study (2007) determined
that the perceptions of teachers contained some truth and some misunderstanding based
on the individual teacher’s ideas regarding active learning. The teachers participating in
this study came voluntarily to the workshop. No data was collected regarding if these
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teachers actually implemented active learning on a regular basis; therefore, their
perceptions on active learning were concluded to involve a lack of experience with active
learning. Michael (2007) concluded the study discussing how the barriers were
ineffectual to the benefits that active learning produces in the classroom; therefore,
barriers to implementing active learning existed but should not keep teachers from
implementing active learning in the K12 classroom. Thus, according to research
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007), barriers can be overcome with proper use of
professional development and administrative support of the implementation of active
learning in the K12 classroom (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007).
Google Innovators
The chosen participants for this research study were Google Certified Innovators.
Despite the Google Certified Innovator program being in existence for over a decade,
there has been little research conducted about the program itself possibly because the
program is geared more towards creating change. The Google Innovator program exists
to exhibit change in education around the world through inspiring educators. The Google
Innovator program also provides a community for passionate educators to brainstorm and
problem solve together (Google for Education, 2018).
Google Innovators are educators that meet criteria set forth by Google for
Education. Google Innovators complete a multistep review process that includes
submitting documentation of innovative methods being used in the classroom including
active learning, essays discussing their philosophy of education, and a video explaining a
possible solution to an issue in education. Once accepted, each Google Innovator attends
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a three-day innovation academy with others accepted in their cohort. The goal of the
innovation academy is to build community, provide professional development on creating
and implementing a solution to a problem in education, and to connect individual Google
Innovators with a mentor that will assist in creating and implementing the chosen
solution. Google Innovators then must work throughout the year with their mentor on
their innovation project that creates change in the field of education. Google for
Education offers numerous ways to stay connected to the community each year including
messages boards, group chats, webinars, and face to face professional development
opportunities. Once their individual projects are submitted, Google Innovators continue
to remain connected to the community as a whole and become mentors to new Google
Innovators completing their projects and also have the opportunity to speak at
conferences with the Google Certified Innovator program. This group of participants
were chosen because they align to a consistent metric as created by Google for Education
and also because of convenience sampling because the researcher is a Google Innovator
and has access to the group.
While the Google Innovator program was an essential component of the proposed
study, the focus of the study was to gather data on what these successful educators
perceive as effective active learning experiences including the characteristics, results,
benefits, and barriers to implementing active learning in their own classrooms. Their
suggestions for active learning characteristics open the door to future research on the
integration of active learning in the classroom. The characteristics, results, benefits and
barriers they reported will be a valuable addition to the program and a collection of data
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that supports the ongoing efforts on integrating active learning into students’ learning
experiences.
Summary/ Solution
Active learning, as a branch of constructivism, has been deemed successful and
beneficial to students by creating impactful experiences in the K12 classroom when
educators implement the characteristics of active learning (Cotner et al., 2013; Edwards,
2015; Freeman et al., 2014; Gladwell, 2002; Heath & Heath, 2007); however, current
research regarding the implementation techniques of active learning was difficult to find.
This research study will describe the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers
used by Google Innovators in implementing active learning experiences in the K12
classroom. This study will benefit future and current K12 educators by providing
research on the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers of implementing active
learning reported by Google Innovators. For the purpose of this research study, active
learning experiences were defined as lessons taught with purposeful design and
intentional instruction that allow students to take ownership of their learning in an
environment conducive to engagement, collaboration, and problem-solving. This research
seeks to describe the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers used to create and
implement active learning experiences into a K12 classroom environment through
looking specifically at lesson planning and implementation of active learning strategies
used by Google Innovators. Using this method of research will not only allow the
researcher to describe the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers Google Innovators
have towards the active learning experiences taking place within their classrooms but will
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also allow the researcher to categorize the characteristics by most used and least used for
each grade level. This study will aid current research on active learning because it will
include specific implementation strategies currently being used within the K12 classroom
by Google Innovators.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This research study will describe the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers
Google Innovators have towards implementing active learning experiences in K12
classrooms. It was a cross sectional descriptive study that provided a consent form to
1,500 Google Innovators. A survey was then digitally distributed to participants agreeing
to participate in the study. The study described the characteristics reported by Google
Innovators to lesson plan and implement active learning experiences in K12 classrooms.
In addition, the study obtained information about the results of implementation by
Google Innovators and their perceptions of the benefits and barriers to implementing
active learning experiences in their classrooms. The survey included 50 questions with
Likert scale and checkbox responses.
The research questions for this study focused on how Google Innovators
implemented active learning experiences within the classroom. The questions described
what (1) characteristics Google Innovators use to implement active learning experiences
in the K12 classroom as well as the (2) results, (3) benefits, and (4) barriers Google
Innovators saw from implementing active learning experiences in the K12 classroom. A
frequency analysis was run in order to analyze the data obtained from the survey.
The Investigation Plan
The design of this research study was a cross sectional descriptive study. The
purpose was to describe the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers used by Google
Innovators to plan for and implement active learning experiences in the K12 classroom.
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A descriptive study was appropriate because it allowed for the study of an entire
population (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2015). The chosen population for this research study
were Google Innovators that are fulltime K12 classroom teachers. The researcher used a
digital survey to study the perceptions of current classroom environments of participating
Google Innovators and was able to ascertain through a survey the perceptions Google
Innovators have towards implementing active learning experiences within K12
classrooms across the United States. Cross-sectional was the preferred method of
sampling because it allowed for a group of people to be studied at one point in time (Gall,
Gall, & Borg, 2015; Setia, 2016). This research study was interested in describing the
characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers used by Google Innovators in implementing
active learning experiences in order to categorize the most used and least used
characteristics of implementing active learning experiences; therefore, this research study
looked at Google Innovators at one point in time through a cross-sectional descriptive
study in order to describe the characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers to
implementing active learning experiences.
Participation in the study was voluntary with 1,500 Google Innovators from 50
countries being invited to participate. Google Innovators were an appropriate participant
group because they met criteria set forth by Google for Education and were likely to be
implementing active learning experiences in the K12 classroom. Google Innovators were
also chosen based on convivence sampling because the researcher is a Google Innovator
and has access to the group. A consent form (Appendix A) was sent to all 1,500 Google
Innovators requesting participation in the research study through message boards and
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email (See Appendix C). The message board and group email were through a Google
Innovator group forum and contains all 1,500 participating Google Innovators around the
world. Upon receiving consent, a digital survey (See Appendix B) containing questions
using a Likert scale and checkboxes responses was delivered to each participant through
a link in an email (See Appendix D). The first section contains questions about each
participant including which grade level and subject area they currently taught. This
research study only used data obtained from Google Innovators that were current K12
educators currently situated in the United States of America.
Limitations
A limitation of this research study was that it used self-reporting to collect
responses from participants. Self-reporting is a common form of research; however, it
comes with several limitations (Abernethy, 2015; Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002).
The limitation present with self-reporting bias was that it allows respondents to present
themselves in a more favorable view than reality would elicit (Abernethy, 2015;
Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002).
A second limitation was the small number of participants. An invitation to
participate was delivered digitally to all 1,500 Google Innovators that met the criteria of
this study, and then a survey was delivered digitally through email to any willing
participant. Anyone could complete the survey as long as he or she was a Google
Innovator, a current full-time educator, and currently situated within the United States.
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It is worth noting that this round of data collection included overlapping responses
in the survey item experience in education. The responses were 0-2 years, 3-5 years, 5-10
years, 10-15 years, 15-20 years, and 20+ years. The years of 5, 10, 15, and 20 overlap in
response choices. The self-reporting participants chose the response in which they most
identified. The responses to this survey item did not affect the data collected because the
descriptive data did not use the responses from this survey item and because the
correlation found between number of years experience and several section totals were
seen as the number of years increased together and not as a correlation with each
individual set of years.
It should be noted that this study was the first of many in this area of research to
be completed by the researcher. Future suggestions for research can be found in chapter
five.
Biases
The study contained a bias because the researcher was part of the Google
Certified Innovator program. The researcher believed that active learning experiences
adapt the current educational environment in a positive outcome and believed it would be
implemented in all classrooms in order for students to fully gain appropriate knowledge;
therefore, bias does exist in the membership of the researcher with the participant group
as well as due to the beliefs of the researcher. No safeguard was needed for this study
because only quantitative data was used so the researcher simply stated the results and
did not need to insert her own opinion.
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Participants
The chosen participants for this research study were fulltime K12 educators that
were also members of the Google Certified Innovator program. Google Innovators were a
prestigious group of educators from around the world chosen by Google for Education to
become part of their growing network of transformational educators. An approval letter
from the Google Certified Innovator program to use Google Innovators as participants for
this research study is available in Appendix E.
Google for Education stated that Innovators were selected based on “their
professional experience, their passion for teaching and learning, their innovative use of
technology in school settings, their potential to impact other educators, and their desire to
tackle some of the biggest challenges in education” (Google for Education, 2018). The
Google for Education Certified Innovator Program is a “community of more than 1,500
passionate educators in over 50 countries who are designing creative solutions to the
world's toughest challenges in education” (Google for Education, 2018). Google
Innovators were invited to participate in this research study because they were deemed an
innovative group of educators worldwide by one of the world’s leading companies in the
field of technology (Google for Education, 2018).
In order to be accepted into the Google Certified Innovator program, educators
submitted an in-depth application including written statements and a video essay before
being selected for the program. Once accepted, educators attended a three-day training
event and over the course of a year completed a project with the help of mentors paired
through the Google Certified Innovator program. The projects were based on the passions
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of the applicant and were accepted based on the level of passion the applicant has and
how the project will bring effective change to the applicant’s school, the applicant’s
community, or even globally. Once accepted, Google Innovators attended a three-day
academy and were led through a design thinking process implementing all of the six
constructs discussed in this study including purposeful design, intentional instruction,
student ownership, engagement, collaboration, and problem-solving. Once Innovators left
the academy they were paired with mentors that continued to assist them in helping their
project become a reality. The mentors were Google Innovators who had completed the
Google Innovator program successfully.
The sample population of invited participants was 1,500 Google Innovators from
50 countries. The receipt of consent forms determined the actual number of participants.
The researcher anticipated at least 30-50 invited Google Innovators would respond to the
invitation, although more could consent and participate than expected. Larger sample
sizes would provide a better representation of the overall population of participants (Gall,
Gall, & Borg, 2015); however, participation in the study would be voluntary so the actual
sample size was unknown until data was collected. A message requesting consent to
participate in the study was posted by the researcher in the group message board (See
Appendix C). Participants completed the short consent form stating their name, email,
and agreement to participate in the research study. The individuals that responded
become the sample for this study.
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The researcher recruited participants for six weeks by posting the recruitment
message four times on message boards and group chats within the online communities of
the Google Innovator program. The researcher also sent the recruitment message
individually to almost two hundred people the researcher had direct access to through
email and social media messaging systems. Additionally, colleagues helped encourage
Google Innovators to participate in this study. Despite the researcher’s efforts, a larger
sample size was not possible. It seems that limiting the possible participant pool to fulltime educators situated within the United States garnered fewer participants than
expected. These participant characteristics were strongly recommended by the
dissertation committee. The dissertation committee suggested limiting the participants to
fulltime educators because the survey is specific to implementing active learning in K12
classrooms. The dissertation committee suggested limiting participants to those situated
within the United States because they thought it best for the study to obtain participants
that held similar standards in education.
The population of participants was chosen based on convenience sampling
because the researcher was a member of the Google Certified Innovator program and had
access to the group through online communities and message boards in order to invite all
Google Innovators to participate in the research study. The population of participants was
vast and included K12 educators, private consultants, and Higher Education faculty;
therefore, the participant sample should include participants from most categories of age,
gender, demographic, and ethnicity but cannot be guaranteed because participation would
be voluntary. This research study would only use data obtained from current fulltime K12
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educators that were situated within the United States. Participants included their name on
the survey, but upon receiving the data, the researcher assigned each participant a number
in order to keep all data anonymous. The researcher will keep the names and participant
listed on a printed copy separate from the digital data.
Setting
The setting for this study was digital. The request for participation in this research
study was emailed and posted in a group message board (See Appendix C). Once
participants agreed to participate in the study, they received an email with a link to
complete the survey online (See Appendix D); therefore, all communication between the
researcher and participants was digital; thus, online through digital communities, message
boards, and email. Participants chose their own device (laptop, tablet, mobile device) and
the platform for their device (Apple, Windows, Android). Participants also chose their
own location to complete the survey. An entirely digital atmosphere was important
because the sample population resides throughout the entire United States of America
(Google for Education, 2018).
Research Intervention/Treatment/Instructional Design Intervention
Due to the nature of this research study, there was no plan for an
instructional design intervention or treatment for this study.
Instrumentation
For the purpose of this research study, active learning can be defined as lessons
taught with purposeful design and intentional instruction allowing students to take
ownership of their learning in environments conducive to engagement, collaboration, and
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problem-solving. Given the aforementioned constructs the survey was adapted based on
the following research-based instruments: Engaging Students for Success Survey
(engagement; Education Week Research Center, 2014), Active Learning Health
Professionals Scale (purposeful design, problem-solving; Kammer, R., Schreiner, L.,
Kim, Y., & Denial, A., 2018), and Active Learning Survey (purposeful design,
intentional instruction, student ownership, collaboration, results, benefits, barriers; Oberg,
2015). The modified survey used in this study, Active Learning Implementation Survey,
can be viewed in Appendix B.
Engaging Students for Success Survey (Education Week Research Center, 2014)
created a survey to be digitally administered to members of edweek.org. This study and
the creation of this survey received support from “the Atlantic Philanthropies, the
California Endowment, the NoVo Foundation, and the Raikes Foundation, a group of
funders that underwrites coverage of student engagement, school climate, and related
issues in Education Week” (Education Week Research Center, 2014, p. 4). Seven
questions from the Engaging Students for Success Survey were included in the survey for
this research study and were all within the engagement section.
Active Learning Health Professionals Scale (Kammer et al., 2018) was an
instrument adapted from the Health Sciences Reasoning Test. The Active Learning
Health Professionals Scale was a 13-item survey that was validated through numerous
pilot studies, focus groups, and running Cronbach’s Alpha several times. The final
instrument exceeded a .70 threshold with a reliability of .881 and coefficients > .40
(Kammer et al., 2018, p. 63). Ten questions from the Active Learning Health Professional
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Scale were included in the survey for this research study and can be found in the
following sections: purposeful design, intentional instruction, and problem-solving.
The Active Learning Survey (Oberg, 2015) was developed for use in a doctoral
dissertation to gauge the active learning strategies taking place in an online synchronous
learning environment. Oberg determined the Active Learning Survey’s validation by
aligning the instrument with proper literature and piloting the survey before
implementing it in the dissertation. Twenty-five questions from the Active Learning
Survey were included in the survey for this research study and can be found in the
following sections: purposeful design, student ownership, collaboration, results, benefits,
and barriers.
Each item in the survey aligns with one of the previously described sections of
active learning: characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers and also includes the six
constructs within characteristics as outlined in the literature review: purposeful design,
intentional instruction, student ownership, engagement, collaboration, and problemsolving (Figure 1.1). The instrument was developed in consultation with two tenured
research professors at major universities.
It should be noted that this proposed dissertation study is the first phase in a
multi-year investigation with multiple phases into innovative teaching practices and
student engagement. Once the proposed study is complete, the researcher will join a team
of researchers that will use this study’s findings to inform the future phases of the team’s
research.
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The survey contained 42 questions using a five-point Likert scale for responses
(Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2015). A Likert scale allowed participants to express the intensity of
their feelings towards the survey questions (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2015). The survey also
contained six checkbox responses in order to collect categorical information such as role
in education, location, subject area taught, grade level taught, years in education, and
highest degree earned. The two open-ended response questions asked to which Google
Innovator cohort the participant belonged and for participants to type their first and last
name. The survey contained ten sections representing each of the four research questions
and also included the six constructs within the characteristics of active learning as
described in the literature review. The sections were divided into the categories of
general, characteristics (purposeful design, intentional instruction, student ownership,
engagement, collaboration, and problem-solving), results, benefits, and barriers (See
Appendix B). The participants responded to the consent form and survey by typing their
responses in paragraph boxes for open-ended questions and by selecting the appropriate
checkbox and Likert scale response.
The instrument was developed using Google Forms. The researcher can guarantee
that the participants were familiar with the instrument tool because using Google Forms
was part of the Google Innovator application; therefore; because the participants were
accepted into the Google Innovator program, the researcher can guarantee all participants
have used Google Forms and are familiar with the instrumentation tool.
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Modified Question

Original Question
Purposeful Design
Expect students to think
Faculty expected students
about how information or
to think about how
concepts are connected to
information or concepts are
each other.
connected to each other.
Use interactive methods
Faculty used interactive
while lecturing to stimulate methods while lecturing to
discussion about
stimulate discussion about
information and concepts.
information and concepts.
Use activities to promote
Faculty used activities to
the connection of
promote the connection of
information to students'
information to students’
prior knowledge.
prior knowledge.
Preparation is required to
Teacher preparation is
create engaging learning
required to create engaging
activities.
learning activities.
Design questions to inform Design questions to inform
instruction and improve
instruction and improve
student learning.
student learning.
Intentional Instruction
Guide students in
Faculty guided students in
debriefing activities that
debriefing activities that
enable students to evaluate enabled students to
and judge the quality of
evaluate and judge the
their thinking.
quality of their thinking.
Demonstrate good thinking Faculty demonstrated good
out loud
thinking out loud.
Expect students to
Faculty expected students
acknowledge and improve to acknowledge and
areas of weakness in skills improve areas of weakness
and knowledge
in skills and knowledge.
Use activities to promote
Faculty used technology or
complex-thinking
web-based activities to
promote complex-thinking.
Student Ownership
Define the roles of the
Teacher defines the roles
students and the learning
of the students and the
objectives
learning objectives.
Determine the level of
Determine the level of
student participation before student participation before
class begins
class begins.
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Survey Tool
Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018
Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018
Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018
Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015

Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018

Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018
Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018
Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018
Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015

Create well defined roles
for the student (e.g.
expectations, participation,
etc.)
Create well defined roles
for the student (e.g.
expectations, participation,
etc.)
Frequent participation in
class discussions
High levels of effort on
schoolwork
Excitement about learning

Create well defined roles
for the student (e.g.
expectations, participation,
etc.)
Use questioning to hold
students accountable for
their work/effort in class.
Engagement
Frequent participation in
class discussions
High levels of effort on
schoolwork
Excitement about learning

Administrators and
teachers know students
personally
Students have some
autonomy and choice in the
topics they study
Students can learn from
failure and are willing to
try new things in school
Students have the ability to
learn challenging material

Administrators and
teachers know students
personally
They have some autonomy
and choice in the topics
they study
They can learn from failure
and are willing to try new
things in school
They have the ability to
learn challenging material
Collaboration
Encourage learning
Teacher encourages
activities that promote
learning activities that
collaboration
promote collaboration.
Provide collaborative
Provide collaborative
learning activities (e.g.
learning activities (e.g.
cooperative learning
cooperative learning
groups, think-pair-share,
groups, think-pair-share,
gaming, peer instruction,
gaming, peer instruction,
role playing, informal
role playing, informal
small groups, etc)
small groups, etc.)
Create a classroom
Create a classroom
atmosphere that promotes a atmosphere that promotes a
sense of community among sense of community among
students
students.
Problem-Solving
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Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015

Education Week Research
Center, 2014
Education Week Research
Center, 2014
Education Week Research
Center, 2014
Education Week Research
Center, 2014
Education Week Research
Center, 2014
Education Week Research
Center, 2014
Education Week Research
Center, 2014
Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015

Expect students to integrate Faculty expected students
learning from several
to integrate learning from
courses to solve problems
several courses to solve
problems.
Use small groups to
Faculty used small groups
promote problem-solving
to promote problemsolving.
Expect students to search
Faculty expected students
for and find relevant
to search for and find
information to answer
relevant information to
questions or solve
answer questions or solve
problems
problems.
Results
Provide students with
Teacher provides students
personal feedback to right
with personal feedback to
and wrong answers in class right and wrong answers in
class.
Develop systematic
Develop systematic
assessment opportunities
assessment opportunities
for students (e.g. poll
for students (e.g. poll
questions, true/false,
questions, true/false,
matching, voluntary
matching, voluntary
response, cold calling, etc.) response, cold calling, etc.)
Frequently assess during
Frequently assess during
class to measure student
class to measure student
achievement
achievement.
Provide benchmarks for
Provide benchmarks for
monitoring student
monitoring student
progress and adjust
progress and adjusts
learning strategies
learning strategies.
Benefits
Develop mutual respect
Teacher and student
and trust with the student
develop mutual respect and
trust
Engage students with
Engage students with
humor, enthusiasm and
humor, enthusiasm and
connect with students on a connect with students on a
personal level
personal level
Reinforce student efforts to Reinforce student efforts
verbally sustain
verbally to sustain
engagement
engagement

59

Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018
Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018
Kammer, Schreiner, Kim
& Denial, 2018

Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015

Act as a facilitator of
learning (e.g. move from
information giver to guide)
Create a classroom
environment that aids in
the development of
exploration

Act as facilitator of
learning (e.g. move from
information giver to guide)
Create a classroom
environment that aids in
the development of
exploration
Barriers
Class size is too large
Class size is too large.
Use of technology hinders Use of technology hinders
instruction
instruction.
Limited interaction
Limited interaction
between student and
between student and
teacher
teacher.
Role transformation of
Role transformation of
student is difficult (e.g.
student is difficult (e.g.
from passive to engaged
from passive to engaged
learner)
learner)
Limited professional
Limited professional
development on active
development on active
learning techniques
learning techniques.
Class preparation time is
Class preparation time is
not sufficient (e.g.
not sufficient (e.g.
increased teacher
increased teacher
preparation is spent in
preparation is spent in
lesson planning to create
lesson planning to create
active learning classroom) active learning classroom.
Student dissatisfaction in
Student dissatisfaction in
role as engaged learner
role as engaged learner.
Figure 3. Modified questions linked to original questions

Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015
Oberg, 2015

Oberg, 2015

Procedures/Data Collection
The researcher began by obtaining IRB approval to conduct the research study
with human participants (See Appendix F). Data was collected digitally through a short
consent form to obtain agreement from the participants as well as through a digital
survey. Responses were sent to the researcher immediately upon each participant’s
completion of the survey and housed digitally in a Google Sheet. The process for the
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researcher to administer the survey was as follows: obtain IRB approval in order
complete the research, send a short consent form to Google Innovators requesting their
participation along with the introduction to the research study through email and a group
message board post, send a link to the survey in a direct email to each confirmed
participant, and collect data automatically upon each participant’s completion of the
survey. No training was required in order to complete the survey as the methods chosen
(email, online message board, and Google Forms) were used often by all participants.
Participants completed a consent form containing an introduction to the research
study and a short questionnaire stating their name, email, and agreement to participate in
the research study (See Appendix A). Once participants completed the short
questionnaire and thus registered for the research study, an email was sent to each
participant directly including a link to the official survey (See Appendix B). The
participants accessed the digital survey through a link sent via email (See Appendix D).
Responses from the survey were sent automatically to the researcher upon completion
and submission of each participants individual survey. The participants were able to
complete the survey at their own convenience but were asked to complete the survey
within one week from receiving the email containing the survey link.
Recruitment of Participants
The consent form (Appendix A) was built using Google Forms and was posted on
the group message board as well as sent through the group email account for all Google
Innovators. The consent questionnaire collected the following information:
•

First and Last Name
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•

Email Address

•

Consent to Participate in the Study

The participants who responded to the consent form were sent the link to the survey in an
email.
Data Collection
The survey link was directly emailed to each participant who completed the
consent form. The survey contained ten sections: general, characteristics (purposeful
design, intentional instruction, student ownership, engagement, collaboration, and
problem-solving), results, benefits, and barriers. All responses were available to the
researcher immediately upon completion and submission by the participant and housed in
a Google Sheet. The entire survey is available in Appendix B.
Data Analysis
Data was collected through Google Forms and responses were automatically
collected in a Google Sheet. The design analysis plan was to use SPSS to conduct a
frequency analysis on each of the 42 quantitative questions. For example, for the question
“On a scale of 1-5, how often do you find real-world audiences for students to apply their
learning? 1 is never and 5 is always” the frequency of answers from the Likert-type scale
of five responses showcase how likely Google Innovators are to find real world audiences
for students to apply their learning. The remaining eight survey items were included to
obtain categorical information and consist of asking the participant’s role in education,
name, location, number of years experience, highest degree earned, grade level, subject
area, and to which Google cohort they belong. Bivariate correlation including Pearson’s
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r, Spearman’s rho, and two-point biserial was used to determine if there was a correlation
between the individual survey items of number of years experience, highest degree
earned, grade level, subject area and each section total. The correlations between each
individual survey item and each section total were considered in order to determine if a
relationship existed. For example, is active learning implemented more in third grade
than sixth grade or do classroom teachers with 20+ years of experience implement active
learning more or less than classroom teachers with 3-5 years of experience.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
Introduction
The Active Learning Implementation Survey instrument was modified from the
following research-based instruments: Engaging Students for Success Survey
(engagement; Education Week Research Center, 2014), Active Learning Health
Professionals Scale (purposeful design, problem-solving; Kammer et al., 2018), and
Active Learning Survey (purposeful design, intentional instruction, student ownership,
collaboration, results, benefits, barriers; Oberg, 2015). The Active Learning
Implementation Survey can be viewed in Appendix B.
The Active Learning Implementation Survey results align with each of the
sections of active learning discussed including: characteristics, results, benefits, and
barriers and the six constructs within characteristics as outlined in the literature review:
purposeful design, intentional instruction, student ownership, engagement, collaboration,
and problem-solving.
The Active Learning Implementation Survey contained ten sections and 50-items.
42 items used a five-point Likert-type scale for responses (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2014). A
Likert-type scale allowed participants to express the intensity of their feelings towards the
survey items (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2014). The ten sections of the survey were divided into
the categories of general, characteristics (purposeful design, intentional instruction,
student ownership, engagement, collaboration, and problem-solving), results, benefits,
and barriers (See Appendix B). All sections are discussed in detail below.
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Results
The results from the Active Learning Implementation Survey are presented below
through the analysis of frequency distribution for all items in the survey and correlations
between a few items in the survey. All Likert-type responses were analyzed by frequency
on a five-point scale of (1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Very Often, and (5)
Always for eight sections of the survey and (1) Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3)
Neutral, (4) Agree, and (5) Strongly Agree for the one section on engagement. Frequency
distribution was used to determine how often each response was chosen for each item in
the survey. Other categorical data from the general section is presented in narrative form
of frequency chosen except for the items grade level, number of years of experience in
education, and subject area taught which was analyzed through bivariate correlations and
is detailed below.
The grade level item can be considered ordinal data because of the cognitive
development of children aligning with Piaget’s (1950) research on the stages of
development. Ordinal data is considered to be data that follows a specific order but does
not have equal variance between items (Thorndike & Thorndike-Crist, 2010). Piaget
(1950) believed there were four stages of development and children followed an ordered
path to complete all four stages. The stages consist of sensori-motor, pre-operational,
concrete operational, and formal operational (Piaget, 1950). Piaget (1950) suggested that
each stage has its own characteristic and that individual children move between the stages
at their own pace due to individual differences in children and their environmental
condition (Joubish & Khurram, 2011; Piaget, 1950). Ordinal was chosen as the level of
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measurement for the survey item grade level because the four stages of development are
ordered in the idea that one must be completed before moving on to the next but the
distance between one stage and the next is not equal for each student. This does not mean
that a teacher in first grade is lower or less than a teacher in ninth grade but that the
development of children is such that the educators teach different material and that
children move from one cognitive stage to the next at different times in their
development. The responses for the grade level item were coded for analysis on a threepoint scale, a one was given for grades kindergarten through five, two for grades six
through eight, and three for grades nine through twelve to represent the natural separation
of American schools in elementary, middle and high; however, the basis for the
separation stems from the research on the four stages of development (Joubish &
Khurram, 2011; Piaget, 1950).
Nominal data is considered to be named items that do not convey rank and order
of any kind (Thorndike & Thorndike-Crist, 2010). Number of years of experience in
education and subject area taught were both analyzed as nominal data. Number of years
of experience in education was analyzed on a five-point scale, a one was given for 20+
years of experience, two for 15-20 years, three for 10-15 years, four for 5-10 years, and
five for 3-5 years of teaching experience because these groups of years could be
categorized as new teachers, novice teachers, intermediate, advanced, and experienced
and can thus be considered nominal data (Thorndike & Thorndike-Crist, 2010). Subject
area was broken into two categories, stem and humanities, because neither group conveys
any specific information and as such can be considered nominal data.
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Bivariate correlation indicates the strength of a relationship between two variables
and was used in this study with the individual variables of grade level, number of years of
experience in education, and subject area taught through conducting a Pearson’s r, a
Spearman’s rho, and a two-point biserial correlation (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2015).
Pearson’s r is a stable technique used for continuous data, Spearman’s rho is most often
used for ordered data, and point biserial measures the co-occurrence of two dichotomous
against a continuous variable (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2015). Analysis of ordinal and nominal
data was completed by section (purposeful design, intentional instruction, student
ownership, engagement, collaboration, problem-solving, results, benefits, and barriers)
total with the contrasting variables of grade level, number of years of experience in
education, and the subject areas of STEM and Humanities. A Pearson's r correlation was
used to assess if a correlation between each section total and the number of years of
experience in education exists. If a correlation existed, a Pearson’s r also stated the
strength of that correlation. A Spearman’s rho analysis was conducted to examine if a
correlation existed between the grade level taught and each section total of the survey.
Finally, a two-point biserial correlation, a special case of Pearson's correlation, was
conducted between the dichotomous variables of the subject areas taught, STEM and
Humanities, and each section total of the survey in order to determine a possible
correlation (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2015). All results are below and are organized by section.
General Information
The general section of the Active Learning Implementation Survey contained six
checkbox responses and two open-ended response survey items. The six checkbox survey
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items collected categorical information such as role in education, location of participant,
subject area taught, grade level taught, number of years of experience in education, and
the highest degree earned. The two open-ended response survey items asked to which
Google Innovator cohort the participant belonged and for participants to type their first
and last name.
Twenty-one participating Google Innovators met the requirements of being a
fulltime educator, a Google Innovator, and being situated within the United States and
completed the Active Learning Implementation Survey. Of the twenty-one participants
seventeen (81%) held a Master’s degree, two (9.5%) held a specialist degree, one (4.8%)
participant held a Bachelor’s degree, and one (4.8%) held a Doctorate. Over half of the
participants are considered to be experienced educators with seven (33.3%) having 20+
years’ experience, seven (33.3%) having 15-20 years’ experience, three (14.3%) having
10-15 years’ experience, three (14.3%) having 5-10 years’ experience, and one (4.8%)
having 3-5 years’ experience.
The participants taught a variety of subjects and chose all subjects that applied to
them. One (4.8%) participant listed World Language, two (9.5%) physical education,
three (14.3%) Humanities, five (23.8%) listed other as one of their subject areas, six
(28.6%) listed Math, Science, and Social Science, eight (38.1%) STEM, nine (42.9%)
English/Language Arts, and finally twelve (57.1%) listed Technology as one of the
subjects they teach.
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The participants taught a variety of grade levels and checked all options that
applied resulting in the following numbers of teachers selecting each grade level:
Kindergarten (3), 1st grade (3), 2nd grade (4), 3rd grade (3), 4th grade (4), 5th grade (4), 6th
grade (7), 7th grade (9), 8th grade (11), 9th grade (6), 10th grade (5), 11th grade (5), and 12th
grade (4).
The participants all live within the United States and come from a variety of states
including one (4.8%) participant from Connecticut, District of Columbia, Georgia,
Missouri, Nevada, New Jersey, Oregon, Texas, and Washington; two (9.5%) participants
reside in Wisconsin, four (19%) in Illinois, and six (28.6%) in California.
Finally, participants were asked which Google Innovator cohort they belonged to
resulting in one (4.8%) participant each from Sydney 2011, Mountain View 2012,
Colorado 2016, Mountain View 2016, London 2016, Toronto 2016, London 2017,
Sweden 2017, and Los Angeles 2018; two (9.5%) participants from Mountain View
2014, four (19%) from Denmark 2018, and six (28.6%) from Washington DC 2017. This
survey item was included for the benefit of the researcher to understand the breadth of
participants from within the Google Innovator program. The cohorts are the individual
community groups that Google Innovators are accepted into based on year and location
of the Google Innovator academy. The cohorts are explained in chapter two.
These twenty-one participants completed the following nine sections of the Active
Learning Implementation Survey.
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Characteristics: Purposeful Design
The purposeful design section is number one of six sections that were meant to
answer the first research question. The survey items for the purposeful design section
were developed by modifying and merging two existing surveys: the Active Learning
Health Professional Scale (Kammer et al., 2018) and the Active Learning Survey (Oberg,
2015). The section contained three survey items from the Active Learning Health
Professional Scale and two survey items from the Active Learning Survey. The response
choices were (1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Very Often, and (5) Always.
Results are located below in Table 1.
Table 1
Purposeful Design Frequency Distribution

How often do you complete
the following action?

Very
Often

Always

0

11
(52.4%)

9
(42.9%)

0

5 (23.8%)

9 (42.9%)

7
(33.3%)

Rarely

Sometimes

Very
Often

Always

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Expect students to think about
how information or concepts
are connected to each other

0

1
(4.8%)

Use interactive methods while
lecturing to stimulate
discussions about information
and concepts

0

Never

Table 1 (Continued)

How often do you complete
the following action?
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Table 1 (Continued)

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very
Often

Always

Use activities to promote the
connection of information to
students’ prior knowledge

0

0

0

13
(61.9%)

8
(38.1%)

Preparation is required to
create engaging learning
activities

0

0

1 (4.8%)

8 (38.1%)

12
(57.1%)

Design questions to inform
instruction and improve
student learning

0

0

4 (19%)

10
(47.6%)

7
(33.3%)

How often do you complete
the following action?

As shown in the table above, (4) Very Often and (5) Always were chosen the
most often by participants as responses for each survey item in the purposeful design
section according to the descriptive data obtained (Table 1). The option of (1) Never was
not selected for any of the five survey items and (2) Rarely was only selected by one
participant for the survey item: expect students to think about how information or
concepts are connected to each other’. (3) Sometimes was chosen as an option by five
(23.8%) participants for the survey items: use interactive methods while lecturing to
stimulate discussions about information and concepts; by one (4.8%) participant for the
survey item: preparation is required to create engaging learning activities, and by four
(19%) participants for the survey item: design questions to inform instruction and
improve student learning’.
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Table 2
Purposeful Design Correlations
Grade Level
Experience in Education
Subject taught: STEM
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Analysis
Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Two-point Biserial

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = .259, p =.257
r (20) = -.504*, p = .020
rpb (20) = -.219, p = .341

Two-point Biserial

rpb (20) =-.298, p =.189

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
purposeful design and the number of years experience in education. Spearman’s rho was
used to determine the association between the ordinal data of grade level and the section
purposeful design. Finally, a two-point biserial correlation was run between the
dichotomous variables of subject areas and the continuous variable purposeful design.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between purposeful
design and grade level (using Spearman’s rho) or subject areas taught (using two-point
biserial) (Table 2). Results of the Pearson’s r suggest that a moderate to large, negative
correlation exists between the number of years of experience in education and purposeful
design (r (20) = -.05, p < .05) demonstrating that as the number of years of experience in
education increased (M = 2.05, SD =.921), their level of purposeful design decreased
(M = 21.47, SD = .2.42).
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Characteristics: Intentional Instruction
The intentional instruction section is number two of six sections that were meant
to answer the first research question. The survey items for the intentional instruction
section were developed by modifying four survey items of the Active Learning Health
Professional Scale (Kammer et al., 2018). The section contained four survey items total.
The response choices were (1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Very Often, and (5)
Always. Results are located in Table 3 below.
Table 3
Intentional Instruction Frequency Distribution

How often do you
complete the following
action?

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very
Often

Always

Guide students in
debriefing activities that
enable students to evaluate
and judge the quality of
their thinking

0

1
(4.8%)

7 (33.3%)

7 (33.3%)

6
(28.6%)

Demonstrate good
thinking out loud

0

0

5 (23.8%)

8 (38.1%)

8
(38.1%)

Expect students to
acknowledge and improve
areas of weakness in skills
and knowledge

0

0

3 (14.3%)

6 (28.6%)

12
(57.1%)

Use activities to promote
complex-thinking

0

0

5 (23.8%)

10
(47.6%)

6
(28.6%)
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As shown in the table above, (4) Very Often and (5) Always were chosen the
most often by participants as responses for each survey item in the intentional instruction
section according to the descriptive data obtained (Table 3). The option of (1) Never was
not selected for any of the four survey items and (2) Rarely was only selected by one
(4.8%) participant for the survey item: guide students in debriefing activities that enable
students to evaluate and judge the quality of their thinking. (3) Sometimes was chosen as
an option by seven (33.3%) of the participants for the survey item: guide students in
debriefing activities that enable students to evaluate and judge the quality of their
thinking; by five (23.8%) participants for the survey item: demonstrate good thinking out
loud; by five (23.8%) participants for the survey item: use activities to promote complexthinking; and by three (14.3%) of the participants for the survey item: expect students to
acknowledge and improve areas of weakness in skills and knowledge.
Table 4
Intentional Instruction Correlations
Grade Level
Experience in Education
Subject taught: STEM
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Analysis
Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Two-point Biserial

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = .063, p =.787
r (20) = -.522*, p = .015
rpb (20) = -.170, p = .462

Two-point Biserial

rpb (20) =-.172, p =.455

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
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intentional instruction and the number of years experience in education. Spearman’s rho
was used to determine the association between the ordinal data of grade level and the
section intentional instruction. Finally, a two-point biserial correlation was run between
the dichotomous variables of subject areas and the continuous variable intentional
instruction.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between intentional
instruction and grade level (using Spearman’s rho) or subject areas taught (using twopoint biserial) (Table 4). Results of the Pearson’s r suggest a moderate to large, negative
correlation exists between number of years of experience in education and intentional
instruction (r (20) = -.05, p < .05) demonstrating that as the number of years of
experience in education increased (M = 2.05, SD =.921), their level of intentional
instruction decreased (M = 16.47, SD =2.44).
Characteristics: Student Ownership
The student ownership section is number three of six sections that were meant to
answer the first research question. The survey items for the student ownership section
were developed by modifying the Active Learning Survey (Oberg, 2015). The section
contained four survey items from the Active Learning Survey. The response choices were
(1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Very Often, and (5) Always. Results are located
below in Table 5.
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Table 5
Student Ownership Frequency Distribution

How often do you
complete the following
action?

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very
Often

Always

Define the roles of the
students and the
learning objectives

0

2 (9.5%)

2 (9.5%)

11
(52.4%)

6
(28.6%)

Determine the level of
student participation
before class begins

1
(4.8%)

2 (9.5%)

6 (28.6%)

11
(52.4%)

1
(4.8%)

Create well defined
roles for the student
(e.g. expectations,
participation, etc.)

0

0

5 (23.8%)

9 (42.9%)

7
(33.3%)

Use questioning to
hold students
accountable for their
work effort in class

1
(4.8%)

0

3 (14.3%)

11
(52.4%)

6
(28.6%)

As shown in the table above, (4) Very Often and (5) Always were chosen the
most often by participants as responses for each survey item in the student ownership
section according to the descriptive data (Table 5). For the survey item: determine the
level of student participation before class begins, (5) Always was only chosen by one
(4.8%) participant. The option of (1) Never was selected by one (4.8%) participant for the
survey items: determine the level of student participation before class begins and use
questioning to hold students accountable for their work effort in class. (2) Rarely was
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selected by two (9.5%) participants for the survey items: define the roles of the students
and the learning objectives and determine the level of student participation before class
begins. (3) Sometimes was chosen as an option by two (9.5%) participants for the survey
item define the roles of the students and the learning objectives; by three (14.3%)
participants for the survey item: use questioning to hold students accountable for their
work effort in class; by five (23.8%) participants for the survey item: create well defined
roles for the student (e.g. expectations, participation, etc.); and by six (28.6%)
participants for the survey item: determine the level of student participation before class
begins.
Table 6
Student Ownership Correlations
Grade Level
Experience in Education
Subject taught: STEM
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Analysis
Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Two-point Biserial

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = -.007, p =.976
r (20) = -.498*, p = .022
rpb (20) = -.180, p = .435

Two-point Biserial

rpb (20) =-.137, p =.553

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
student ownership and the number of years experience in education. Spearman’s rho was
used to determine the association between the ordinal data of grade level and the section
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student ownership. Finally, a two-point biserial correlation was run between the
dichotomous variables of subject areas and the continuous variable student ownership.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between student
ownership and grade level (Spearman’s rho) or subject areas taught (two-point biserial)
(Table 6). Results of the Pearson’s r suggest a moderate to large, negative correlation
exists between the number of years of experience in education and purposeful design
(r (20) = -.05, p < .05) demonstrating that as the number of years of experience in
education increased (M = 2.05, SD =.921, their level of student ownership decreased
(M = 15.52, SD = .2.78).
Characteristics: Engagement
The engagement section is number four of six sections that were meant to answer
the first research question. The survey items for the engagement section were developed
by modifying the Engaging Students for Success Survey (Education Week Research
Center, 2014). The section contained seven survey items from Engaging Students for
Success Survey. The response choices were (1) Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3)
Neutral, (4) Agree, and (5) Strongly Agree. Results are located below in Table 7.
Table 7
Engagement Frequency Distribution

To what extent do you
agree or disagree that
highly motivated students
display the following
characteristic?

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree
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Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Table 7 (Continued)

To what extent do you
agree or disagree that
highly motivated students
display the following
characteristic?

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Frequent participation in
class

0

1 (4.8%)

3
(14.3%)

8 (38.1%)

9
(42.9%)

High levels of effort on
schoolwork

0

1 (4.8%)

2 (9.5%)

9 (42.9%)

9
(42.9%)

Excitement about learning

0

1 (4.8%)

3
(14.3%)

9 (42.9%)

8
(38.1%)

To what extent do you
agree or disagree that the
following student
attitudes and beliefs are
important to school
engagement and
motivation?

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Administrators and
teachers know students
personally

0

0

1 (4.8%)

4 (19%)

16
(76.2%)

Students have autonomy
and choice in the topics
they study

0

0

0

9 (42.9%)

12
(57.1%)

Students can learn from
failure and are willing to
try new things in school

0

0

0

4 (19%)

17 (81%)
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Table 7 (Continued)
To what extent do you
agree or disagree that the
following student
attitudes and beliefs are
important to school
engagement and
motivation?

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Students have the ability
to learn challenging
material

0

0

3
(14.3%)

6 (28.6%)

12
(57.1%)

As shown in the table above, (4) Agree and (5) Strongly Agree were chosen the
most often by participants as responses for each survey item in the engagement section
according to the descriptive data (Table 7). The option of (1) Strongly Disagree was not
selected for any of the seven survey items and (2) Disagree was only selected by one
(4.8%) participant for the survey item: ‘frequent participation in class; high levels of
effort on schoolwork; and excitement about learning. (3) Neutral was chosen as an option
by one (4.8%) participant for the survey item: administrators and teachers know students
personally; by two (9.5%) participants for the survey item: high levels of effort on
schoolwork; and by three (14.3%) participants for each of the survey items: frequent
participation in class; excitement about learning; and students have the ability to learn
challenging material.
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Table 8
Engagement Correlations
Grade Level
Experience in Education
Subject taught: STEM
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Analysis
Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Two-point Biserial

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = .056, p =.809
r (20) = -.305, p = .179
rpb (20) = -.115, p = .619

Two-point Biserial

rpb (20) =.191, p =.407

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
engagement and the number of years experience in education. Spearman’s rho was used
to determine the association between the ordinal data of grade level and the section
engagement. Finally, a two-point biserial correlation was run between the dichotomous
variables of subject areas and the continuous variable engagement.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between
engagement and grade level (Spearman’s rho), subject areas taught (two-point biserial),
or the number of years of experience in education (Pearson’s r) (Table 8).
Characteristics: Collaboration
The collaboration section is number five of six sections that were meant to answer
the first research question. The survey items for the collaboration section were developed
by modifying the Active Learning Survey (Oberg, 2015). The section contained three
survey items from the Active Learning Survey. The response choices were (1) Never, (2)
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Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Very Often, and (5) Always. Results are located below in
Table 9.
Table 9
Collaboration Frequency Distribution

How often do you complete
the following action?

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very
Often

Always

Encourage learning
activities that promote
collaboration

0

0

1 (4.8%)

13
(61.9%)

7
(33.3%)

Provide collaborative
learning activities (e.g.
cooperative learning
groups, think-pair-share,
peer instruction, role
playing, informal small
groups, etc.)

0

0

1 (4.8%)

9 (42.9%)

11
(52.4%)

Create a classroom
atmosphere that promotes a
sense of community among
students

0

0

0

5 (23.8%)

16
(76.2%)

As shown in the table above, (4) Very Often and (5) Always were chosen the
most often by participants as responses for each survey item in the collaboration section
according to the descriptive data (Table 9). The options of (1) Never and (2) Rarely were
not selected for any of the three survey items. (3) Sometimes was chosen as an option by
one (4.8%) participant for the survey items: encourage learning activities that promote
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collaboration; provide collaborative learning activities (e.g. cooperative learning groups,
think-pair-share, peer instruction, role playing, informal small groups, etc.).
Table 10
Collaboration Correlations
Grade Level
Experience in Education
Subject taught: STEM
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Analysis
Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Two-point Biserial

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = -.292, p =.198
r (20) = -.113, p = .625
rpb (20) = .153, p = .507

Two-point Biserial

rpb (20) =-.182, p =.430

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
collaboration and the number of years experience in education. Spearman’s rho was used
to determine the association between the ordinal data of grade level and the section
collaboration. Finally, a two-point biserial correlation was run between the dichotomous
variables of subject areas and the continuous variable collaboration.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between
collaboration and grade level (Spearman’s rho), subject areas taught (two-point biserial),
or the number of years of experience in education (Pearson’s r) (Table 10).
Characteristics: Problem-solving
The problem-solving section is number six of six sections that were meant to
answer the first research question. The survey items for the problem-solving section were
developed by modifying the Active Learning Health Professional Scale (Kammer et al.,
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2018). The section contained three survey items from the Active Learning Health
Professional Scale. The response choices were (1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4)
Very Often, and (5) Always. Results are located below in Table 11.
Table 11
Problem-solving Frequency Distribution

How often do you complete
the following action?

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very
Often

Always

Expect students to integrate
learning
from
several
courses to solve problems

0

1
(4.8%)

4 (19%)

13
(61.9%)

3
(14.3%)

Use small groups to
promote problem-solving

0

0

4 (19%)

13
(61.9%)

4 (19%)

Expect students to search
for and find relevant
information to answer
questions or solve problems

0

0

1 (4.8%)

13
(61.9%)

7
(33.3%)

As shown in the table above, (4) Very Often and (5) Always were chosen the
most often by participants as responses for each survey item in the problem-solving
section according to the descriptive data (Table 11). The option of (1) Never was not
selected for any of the three survey items and (2) Rarely was only selected by one (4.8%)
participant for the survey item: expect students to integrate learning from several courses
to solve problems. (3) Sometimes was chosen as an option by one (4.8%) participant for
the survey item: expect students to search for and find relevant information to answer
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questions or solve problems; by four (19%) participants for the survey item: expect
students to integrate learning from several courses to solve problems; and by four (19%)
participants for the survey item: use small groups to promote problem-solving.
Table 12
Problem-solving Correlations
Grade Level
Experience in Education
Subject taught: STEM
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Analysis
Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Two-point Biserial

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = -.185, p =.422
r (20) = -.303, p = .182
rpb (20) = .056, p = .809

Two-point Biserial

rpb (20) =-.266, p =.244

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
problem-solving and the number of years experience in education. Spearman’s rho was
used to determine the association between the ordinal data of grade level and the section
problem-solving. Finally, a two-point biserial correlation was run between the
dichotomous variables of subject areas and the continuous variable problem-solving.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between problemsolving and grade level (Spearman’s rho), subject areas taught (two-point biserial), or the
number of years of experience in education (Pearson’s r) (Table 12).
Results of Implementation
The survey items for the results of implementation section were meant to answer
the second research question and were developed by modifying the Active Learning
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Survey (Oberg, 2015). The section contained four survey items from the Active Learning
Survey. The response choices were (1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Very Often,
and (5) Always. Results are located below in Table 13.
Table 13
Results of Implementation Frequency Distribution

How often do you complete
the following action?

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very Often

Always

Provide students with
personal feedback to right
and wrong answers in class

0

0

3 (14.3%)

15 (71.4%)

3
(14.3%)

Develop systematic
assessment opportunities
for students (e.g. poll
questions, true/false,
matching, voluntary
response, cold calling, etc.)

0

2 (9.5%)

3 (14.3%)

10 (47.6%)

6
(28.6%)

Frequently assess during
class to measure student
achievement

0

0

2 (9.5%)

9 (42.9%)

10
(47.6%)

Provide benchmarks for
monitoring student
progress and adjust
learning strategies

0

0

5 (23.8%)

9 (42.9%)

7
(33.3%)

As shown in the table above, (4) Very Often and (5) Always were chosen the
most often by participants as responses for each survey item in the results of
implementation section according to descriptive data (Table 13). The option of (1) Never
was not selected for any of the four survey items and (2) Rarely was only selected by two
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(9.5%) participants for the survey item: develop systematic assessment opportunities for
students (e.g. poll questions, true/false, matching, voluntary response, cold calling, etc.).
(3) Sometimes was chosen as an option by two (9.5%) participants for the survey item:
frequently assess during class to measure student achievement; by three (14.3%)
participants for the survey item: provide students with personal feedback to right and
wrong answers in class; by three (14.3%) participants for the survey item: develop
systematic assessment opportunities for students (e.g. poll questions, true/false, matching,
voluntary response, cold calling, etc.); and by five (23.8%) participants for the survey
item: provide benchmarks for monitoring student progress and adjust learning strategies’.
Table 14
Results of Implementation Correlations
Analysis
Grade Level
Spearman’s rho
Experience in Education
Pearson’s r
Subject taught: STEM
Two-point Biserial
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
Two-point Biserial
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = .266, p =.243
r (20) = -.277, p = .224
rpb (20) = -.354, p = .115
rpb (20) =.058, p =.803

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
results of implementation and the number of years experience in education. Spearman’s
rho was used to determine the association between the ordinal data of grade level and the
section results of implementation. Finally, a two-point biserial correlation was run
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between the dichotomous variables of subject areas and the continuous variable results of
implementation.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between results of
implementation and grade level (Spearman’s rho), subject areas taught (two-point
biserial), or the number of years of experience in education (Pearson’s r)(Table 14).
Benefits
The survey items for the benefits section were meant to answer the third research
question and were developed by modifying the Active Learning Survey (Oberg, 2015).
The section contained five survey items from the Active Learning Survey. The response
choices were (1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Very Often, and (5) Always.
Results are located below in Table 15.
Table 15
Benefits Frequency Distribution

How often do you
complete the following
action?

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very Often

Always

Develop mutual respect
and trust with the student

0

0

0

7 (33.3%)

14
(66.7%)

Engage students with
humor, enthusiasm and
connect with students on a
personal level

0

0

0

8 (38.1%)

13
(61.9%)
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Table 15 (Continued)
Reinforce student efforts to
verbally sustain
engagement
Act as facilitator of
learning (e.g. move from
information giver to guide)

How often do you
complete the following
action?
Create a class environment
that aids in the
development of
exploration

0

0

1 (4.8%)

12 (57.1%)

8
(38.1%)

0

0

1 (4.8%)

8 (38.1%)

12
(57.1%)

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very Often

Always

0

0

2 (9.5%)

7 (33.3%)

12
(57.1%)

As shown in the table above, (4) Very Often and (5) Always were chosen the
most often by participants as responses for each survey item in the benefits section
according to descriptive data (Table 15). The options of (1) Never and (2) Rarely were
not selected for any of the five survey items. (3) Sometimes was chosen as an option by
one (4.8%) participant for each of the survey items: reinforce student efforts to verbally
sustain engagement and act as facilitator of learning (e.g. move from information giver to
guide); and by two (9.5%) participants for the survey item: create a class environment
that aids in the development of exploration.
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Table 16
Benefits Correlations
Grade Level
Experience in Education
Subject taught: STEM
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Analysis
Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Two-point Biserial

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = -.127, p =.584
r (20) = -.404, p = .069
rpb (20) = -.119, p = .607

Two-point Biserial

rpb (20) =.052, p =.822

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
benefits of active learning and the number of years experience in education. Spearman’s
rho was used to determine the association between the ordinal data of grade level and the
section benefits of active learning. Finally, a two-point biserial correlation was run
between the dichotomous variables of subject areas and the continuous variable benefits
of active learning.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between benefits
and grade level (Spearman’s rho), subject areas taught (two-point biserial), or the number
of years of experience in education (Pearson’s r) (Table 16).
Barriers
The survey items for the barriers section were meant to answer the fourth research
question and were developed by modifying the Active Learning Survey (Oberg, 2015).
The section contained seven survey items from the Active Learning Survey. The response

90

choices were (1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Very Often, and (5) Always.
Results are located below in Table 17.

Table 17
Barriers Frequency Distribution

How often are the
following statements
a barrier to
implementing active
learning in your
classroom?

Very
Often

Always

8 (38.1%)

5 (23.8%)

2
(9.5%)

13
(61.9%)

3 (14.3%)

1 (4.8%)

0

5
(23.8%)

11
(52.4%)

4 (19%)

1 (4.8%)

0

Role transformation
of student is difficult
(e.g. from passive to
engaged learner)

1 (4.8%)

5 (23.8%)

11 (52.4%)

3 (14.3%)

1
(4.8%)

Limited professional
development on
active learning
techniques

6
(28.6%)

6 (28.6%)

4 (19%)

4 (19%)

1
(4.8%)

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Class size is too large

3
(14.3%)

3 (14.3%)

Use of technology
hinders instruction

4 (19%)

Limited interaction
between student and
teacher
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Table 17 (Continued)
Class preparation
time is not sufficient
(e.g. increased
teacher preparation is
spent in lesson
planning to create
active learning
classrooms)

How often are the
following statements
a barrier to
implementing active
learning in your
classroom?
Student
dissatisfaction in role
as engaged learner

2 (9.5%)

2 (9.5%)

10 (47.6%)

4 (19%)

3
(14.3%)

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Very
Often

Always

0

7 (33.3%)

13 (61.9%)

0

1
(4.8%)

As shown in the table above, responses to the seven survey items in the barriers
section were spread across all choice options according to descriptive data (Table 17).
For the survey item ‘Class size is too large’ (1) Never was chosen by 3 (14.3%)
participants, (2) Rarely was chosen by 3 (14.3%) participants, (3) Sometimes was chosen
by 8 (38.1%) participants, (4) Very Often was chosen by 5 (23.8%) participants, and (5)
Always was chosen by 2 (9.5%) participants. For the survey item ‘Use of technology
hinders instruction’ (1) Never was chosen by 4 (19%) participants, (2) Rarely was chosen
by 13 (61.9%) participants, (3) Sometimes was chosen by 3 (14.3%) participants, (4)
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Very Often was chosen by 1 (4.8%) participant, and (5) Always was not chosen. For the
survey item ‘Limited interaction between student and teacher’ (1) Never was chosen by 5
(23.8%) participants, (2) Rarely was chosen by 11 (52.4%) participants, (3) Sometimes
was chosen by 4 (19%) participants, (4) Very Often was chosen by 1 (4.8%) participant,
and (5) Always was not chosen. For the survey item ‘Role transformation of student is
difficult (e.g. from passive to engaged learner)’ (1) Never was chosen by 1 (4.8%)
participant, (2) Rarely was chosen by 5 (23.8%) participants, (3) Sometimes was chosen
by 11 (52.4%) participants, (4) Very Often was chosen by 3 (14.3%) participants, and (5)
Always was chosen by 1 (4.8%) participant. For the survey item ‘Limited professional
development on active learning techniques’ (1) Never was chosen by 6 (28.6%)
participants, (2) Rarely was chosen by 6 (28.6%) participants, (3) Sometimes was chosen
by 4 (19%) participants, (4) Very Often was chosen by 4 (19%) participants, and (5)
Always was chosen by 1 (4.8%) participant. For the survey item ‘Class preparation time
is not sufficient (e.g. increased teacher preparation is spent in lesson planning to create
active learning classrooms)’ (1) Never was chosen by 2 (9.5%) participants, (2) Rarely
was chosen by 2 (9.5%) participants, (3) Sometimes was chosen by 10 (47.6%)
participants, (4) Very Often was chosen by 4 (19%) participants, and (5) Always was
chosen by 3 (14.3%) participants. For the survey item ‘Student dissatisfaction in role as
engaged learner’ (1) Never and (4) Very Often were not chosen by participants. (2)
Rarely was chosen by 7 (33.3%) participants, (3) Sometimes was chosen by 13 (61.9%)
participants, and (5) Always was chosen by 1 (4.8%) participant.
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Table 18
Barriers Correlations
Grade Level
Experience in Education
Subject taught: STEM
(Yes/No)
Subject taught: Humanities
(Yes/No)
Note. *p>.05

Analysis
Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Two-point Biserial

Correlation coefficient
ρ (20) = .212, p =.357
r (20) = -.109, p = .637
rpb (20) = .022, p = .924

Two-point Biserial

rpb (20) =-.085, p =.713

A bivariate correlation was run in order to determine the strength of the individual
variables of grade level, number of years of experience in education, and subject areas
taught. Pearson’s r was used to determine the strength between two continuous variables,
barriers of implementing active learning and the number of years experience in
education. Spearman’s rho was used to determine the association between the ordinal
data of grade level and the section barriers of implementing active learning. Finally, a
two-point biserial correlation was run between the dichotomous variables of subject areas
and the continuous variable barriers of implementing active learning.
The bivariate correlation analysis run indicated no association between barriers
and grade level (Spearman’s rho), subject areas taught (two-point biserial), or the number
of years of experience in education (Pearson’s r) (Table 18).
Summary
As discussed above, the options (4) Very Often/Agree and (5) Always/Strongly
Agree were chosen most often throughout the survey by participants (Table 19). Also, as
reported through the Pearson’ r correlation analysis, as the number of years of experience
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in education increased the categories of purposeful design, intentional instruction, and
student ownership decreased.
Overall, the data received aligns with the research discussed in the literature
review in chapter two. The results from the Active Learning Implementation Survey will
be discussed in further detail in chapter five along with caveats given for future research.
Table 19
Summary of Descriptive Data
Never/
Strongly
Disagree

Rarely/
Disagree

Sometimes
Neutral

Very Often/
Agree

Always/
Strongly
Agree

2 (0.4%)

10 (1.8%)

69 (12.6%)

239 (43.8%)

226
(41.4%)

Results

0

2 (2.4%)

13 (15.5%)

43 (51.2%)

26
(30.9%)

Benefits

0

0

4 (3.8%)

42 (40%)

59
(56.2%)

Barriers

21
(14.3%)

47 (32%)

53 (36.1%)

18 (12.2%)

8 (5.4%)

Section

Characteristics
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Researchers suggest that individuals learn best when they are involved in an
experience through active learning; however, implementing active learning can be
difficult in K12 classrooms because the majority of current research focuses on the theory
of active learning and does not specifically look at the implementation of active learning
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1916; Michael, 2007; Seglem & Bonner, 2016). The
purpose of this cross-sectional descriptive research study was to describe the
characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers reported by Google Innovators in
implementing active learning experiences in the K12 classroom. The theory guiding this
research study was active learning as a branch of constructivist theoretical framework.
For the purpose of this research study, active learning experiences are defined as lessons
taught with purposeful design and intentional instruction that allow students to take
ownership of their learning in an environment conducive to engagement, collaboration,
and problem-solving. This research study described the characteristics, results, benefits,
and barriers used to create and implement active learning experiences into K12 classroom
environments through looking specifically at classrooms of Google Innovators. Twentyone Google Innovators participated in a 50-item survey regarding the use of active
learning in their classrooms. The data obtained was analyzed through frequency
distribution and bivariate correlations between categories as discussed in chapter four.
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The following chapter will discuss the major findings organized by research
question, offer implications for the research, and recommend areas of future research.
Findings
The findings of this study contribute to the existing body of literature in three
significant ways. First, similar to the findings in related literature, the results from this
study indicate that the six constructs of active learning exist in the K12 classrooms of
participating Google Innovators and work best when woven together to create a
transformational learning experience (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1916; Piaget,
1973; Vygotsky, 1981). Second, the findings echo the literature by suggesting that the
results of implementation increase student performance and lower failure rates, however,
due to the limitations of this study further research should be conducted on this finding.
The data also echoes the findings and suggest that the benefits of active learning
implementation can be found in the social, intellectual, and physical categories (Bonwell
& Eison, 1991; Cotner et al, 2013; Dewey, 1916; Edwards, 2015; Lee & Jabot, 2011).
Finally, the findings align with existing literature that barriers to implementing active
learning exist in K12 classrooms and are difficult to assess due to self-reporting
participants (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007). Detailed findings and implications
are discussed below and are organized by research question.
Research Question 1. What characteristics do Google Innovators report implementing
in their K12 classrooms to promote active learning experiences?
The characteristics of active learning for this study are the following six
constructs: purposeful design, intentional instruction, student ownership, engagement,
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collaboration, and problem-solving. The six characteristics for active learning used in this
specific study grew from the definitions of active learning by major theorists Dewey
(1916, 1938), Piaget (1973), Vygotsky (1981), and Bonwell & Eison (1991). As
discussed in chapter two, the six constructs are linked to the major theorists as purposeful
design (Dewey, 1916; 1938), intentional instruction (Dewey, 1916; 1938; Vygotsky &
Cole, 1981), student ownership (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Vygotsky & Cole,1981),
engagement (Piaget, 1973), collaboration (Vygotsky & Cole, 1981), and problem-solving
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991). Major findings from each characteristic are discussed below
and are organized according to the six constructs as characteristics of active learning.
Purposeful Design Findings. Dewey (1938) argued that teachers are facilitators
of content and creators of experiences for students to participate in by actively engaging
with the activity in order to gain knowledge (Dewey, 1938; Pardjono, 2016). Part of the
experience includes, but is not limited to, presenting ideas in a purposeful way in order to
encourage participation (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Dewey, 1938; Edwards, 2015). When
asked how often participants implemented purposeful design in lesson planning, they
overwhelmingly responded (4) Very Often and (5) Always according to descriptive data
(Table 1). The only outlying response was (2) Rarely to the survey item: “expect students
to think about how information or concepts are connected to each other.” This data is
important because it aligns with the research and suggests that participating Google
Innovators implement purposeful design when lesson planning for their classroom as
facilitators of content and creators of experiences that allow students to engage with
content as Dewey (1938) suggests. The descriptive data indicates that not only is
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purposeful design present in the K12 classrooms of participating Google Innovators but is
implemented more often than not (Table 1).
The data is also important because of the one response entered (2) Rarely. This
response was entered by a particular middle school educator that also entered similar
responses throughout the survey. In the six sections relating to the characteristics of
active learning on the Active Learning Implementation Survey, (1) Never was only
chosen twice and (2) Rarely/Disagree was only chosen ten times. The participant gave
both of the (1) Never responses and four of the ten (2) Rarely responses. This particular
middle school educator teaches multiple subjects and has 10-15 years of experience. This
participant is unique because he or she is the only participant that has not continued his or
her academic studies beyond earning a Bachelor’s degree. Anecdotally, this is an
interesting finding that suggests limited graduate education may be linked to less
implementation of active learning. However, due to the size of the participant pool, the
researcher strongly recommends further research related to this finding.
The bivariate correlation data indicates that as the number of years of experience
in education increased the implementation of purposeful design decreased (Table 2)
suggesting that purposefully designing lessons in K12 classrooms may be impacted by
the longevity of an educator’s career. This is an important point indicating that the
implementation of purposeful design is possible; however, the data suggests that
sustaining the implementation throughout an educator’s career is an area in which further
research is needed. Michael (2007) and Bonwell & Eison (1991) suggest that there are
numerous issues directly impacting the implementation of active learning. These issues
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include lack of planning time, less control of the classroom, lack of professional
development, and poor evaluation scores (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007). Any
of these issues could impact the correlation between the increase of the number of years
of experience in education and the decrease in the implementation of purposeful design.
However, more research should be conducted on this finding. Administrators should
value the implementation of active learning and should address the issues directly
impacting their faculty implementing active learning. Classroom educators should
purposefully design lessons and instructional coaches should ensure that classroom
educators are properly taught how to implement purposeful design.
Intentional Instruction Findings. Vygotsky (1981) argued that teachers and
students have a shared interest in the goals of the class because it is an experience in
which both the teacher and student are involved (Mayer, 2008; Pardjono, 2016; Vygotsky
& Cole, 1981). When participants were asked how often they intentionally designed
instruction, the answers were more evenly distributed among (5) Always, (4) Very Often,
and (3) Sometimes according to descriptive data (Table 3). The only response given of
(2) Rarely was by the same middle school educator that responded to the survey item in
the purposeful design section. This same participant responded with an answer of (2)
Rarely to the survey item: “guide students in debriefing activities that enable students to
evaluate and judge the quality of their thinking.” The descriptive data suggests that the
participating Google Innovators implement intentional instruction in their K12 classroom
as suggested by Vygotsky (1991) in order to create shared experiences in the classroom.
The data indicates that not only were the participating Google Innovators implementing
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intentional instruction into their K12 classrooms but are implementing it most of the time.
The data also echoes the findings from the purposeful design section that a lack of
graduate education may affect the implementation of active learning.
The bivariate correlation data indicates that as the number of years of experience
in education increased the implementation of intentional instruction decreased (Table 4)
suggesting that implementing intentional instruction in the K12 classroom may be
impacted by the longevity of an educator’s career. As noted in the previous section, there
are numerous issues directly impacting faculty that could impact intentional instruction
including lack of planning time, less control of the classroom, lack of professional
development, and poor evaluation scores (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007). While
the results from this study indicate that the implementation of intentional instruction
decreased the more the number of years of experience increased, the researcher suggests
further investigation of this finding in order to determine the connection between the
number of years of experience increasing and the decrease in the implementation of
intentional instruction. Administrators should value the implementation of active learning
and should address the issues directly impacting their faculty implementing active
learning. Classroom educators should design lessons using intentional instruction and
instructional coaches should ensure that classroom educators are properly taught how to
implement intentional instruction.
Student Ownership Findings. Vygotsky (1981) argued students would
understand the goals for the class, and teachers could gradually transfer responsibility of
learning to the student (Mayer, 2008; Pardjono, 2016; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). Bonwell
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& Eison (1991) state that active learning when implemented properly allows students to
take ownership of their learning through analyzing, synthesizing, and evaluating their
learning (Bonwell & Eison, 1991). Dewey (1916) believed in making the learner a shared
partner in the activity and that students should not be told what to learn but should be
actively involved in the process. When asked how often participants implemented student
ownership in their K12 classroom, they overwhelmingly responded (4) Very Often
according to descriptive data (Table 5). There were four responses of (2) Rarely and two
responses of (1) Never. A fourth-grade educator and two middle school educators
answered (2) Rarely to both survey items: “define the roles of the students and the
learning objectives” and “determine the level of student participation before class
begins.” A middle school educator answered (1) Never to the survey items: “use
questioning to hold students accountable for their work effort in class” and “use
questioning to hold students accountable for their work effort in class.” The descriptive
data from all other participants suggests that participating Google Innovators implement
experiences allowing student ownership in their K12 classrooms aligning with
Vygotsky’s (1981) research that teachers can gradually transfer ownership to students.
This data supports the research suggesting that teachers should view students as
collaborators and empower learners to take ownership of the learning improving their
own academic instruction allowing students to practice academic responsibility in a safe
and structured environment (Mahatmya et al., 2014).
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The same participant that entered similar responses to survey items in the
purposeful design and intentional instruction sections also entered two responses of (1)
Never and one response of (2) Rarely in this section continuing to determine the need for
further investigation into a possible correlation between the lack of graduate education
limiting the implementation of active learning in K12 classrooms.
The bivariate correlation data indicates that as the number of years of experience
in education increased the implementation of student ownership decreased (Table 6)
suggesting that implementing student ownership in K12 classrooms may be affected by
the longevity of an educator’s career. Again, this is an important point. The findings from
this study suggest the more experience an educator has the less they implement student
ownership. There are numerous issues directly impacting faculty that could cause the
correlation including lack of planning time, less control of the classroom, lack of
professional development, and poor evaluation scores (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael,
2007). While the results from this study indicate that the implementation of student
ownership decreased the more the number of years of experience increased, the
researcher suggests further investigation of this finding in order to determine the
connection between the number of years of experience increasing and the decrease in the
implementation of student ownership. Classroom educators should design lessons that
allow students to take ownership of their learning. Administrators should encourage
classroom teachers to implement student ownership and should address the issues directly
impacting their faculty implementing active learning and instructional coaches should
ensure that classroom educators are properly taught how to implement student ownership.
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Engagement Findings. Piaget (1973) argued that students not only need to
interact with the world but need to understand what to do with that interaction. Once
students take ownership of their learning they are more engaged with the content on a
deeper level. When asked how often participants engaged students in the classroom they
overwhelmingly responded (5) Strongly Agree according to descriptive data (Table 7).
Three responses of (2) Disagree were given. One response was given by a middle school
educator responding to the survey item: “frequent participation in class.” The other two
responses were given by the same elementary school educator to the survey items: “high
levels of effort on schoolwork” and “excitement about learning.” The descriptive data
suggests that Google Innovators incorporate engagement in their K12 classroom aligning
with Piaget’s (1973) research that students should be engaged in the world around them
in order to learn. This data is important because it supports the idea that active learning
engages students in the classroom. Encouraging student engagement in the classroom is
beneficial because it involves the amplification of student voice. Amplifying student
voice encourages students to engage in the lesson because it promotes collaboration,
encourages students to seek answers to complicated problems, provides a public audience
for students to show their learning, and allows teachers to take on the role of supporter
providing resources. Aligning with research (Seglem and Bonner, 2016), classroom
educators should learn how to engage students in an active learning environment so they
allow students to take an active role in their learning. Administrators should encourage
classroom teachers to implement student engagement and instructional coaches should
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ensure that classroom educators are properly taught how to implement student
engagement.
Collaboration Findings. Vygotsky (1981) and Dewey (1916) both argued that
learning should be a social event. Although Dewey believed that gaining knowledge is an
individual activity, he also believed that students should interact with their environment
as a whole including other students (Dewey, 1916; Pardjono, 2010). Vygotsky believed
that learning is a process of performing activities that can only be accomplished with the
help of others (Pardjono, 2010; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). When asked how often
participants engage in collaboration in the classroom they overwhelmingly responded (4)
Very Often and (5) Always according to descriptive data (Table 9). There were no
responses of (1) Never or (2) Rarely given thus suggesting the participating Google
Innovators incorporate collaboration in their K12 classrooms aligning with the research
of Vygotsky (1981) and Dewey (1916) that students gain knowledge when completing
activities with others. This is important because the descriptive data supports the research
suggesting collaboration is included in the K12 classrooms of participating Google
Innovators and that collaboration teaches students how to work in groups and allows
teachers to give valuable feedback aligning with research (Mcglynn & Kozlowski, 2016;
Pardjono, 2010; Vygotsky & Cole, 1981). Thus, classroom educators should include
collaboration in their classroom so that students can take an active role in their learning
by working with other students through collaboration. Administrators should encourage
classroom teachers to implement collaboration and instructional coaches should ensure
that classroom educators are properly taught how to implement collaboration.
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Problem-solving Findings. Bonwell and Eison (1991) argued that in order to be
involved in active learning, students must be engaged with solving problems; solving
problems is a creative task. When asked how often participants used problem-solving in
the classroom they overwhelmingly responded (4) Very Often according to descriptive
data (Table 11). One response of (2) Rarely was given by a middle school educator
responding to the survey item: “expect students to integrate learning from several courses
to solve problems.” This participant is the same participant from three previous sections
further supporting the finding that lack of graduate education may impact the
implementation of active learning. The descriptive data also suggests that participating
Google Innovators incorporate problem-solving in their K12 classroom which aligns with
the research of Bonwell & Eison (1991) and is important because solving problems is
crucial to active learning. Classroom educators should include problem-solving in their
K12 classrooms in order to broaden student perspectives, help students build a useable
knowledge base, and allow students to create products for a real-world audience
(Barrows & Tamblyn 1980; Pieratt, 2010; Takahashi & Saito, 2013). Administrators
should encourage classroom teachers to implement problem-solving and instructional
coaches should ensure that classroom educators are properly taught how to implement
problem-solving.
Summary. As shown, the descriptive data obtained from the Active Learning
Implementation Survey not only answers the research question as to which characteristics
participating Google Innovators implement in their K12 classrooms but suggests that all
six constructs discussed in literature are present in the classrooms of participating Google
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Innovators and are used very often and always. The descriptive data indicates that it is not
simply one construct present in the classrooms of participating Google Innovators but a
mixture of all six constructs woven together in order to create a transformational learning
experience through active learning. The data did not show that one construct was present
and others were not but instead showed that all six were being implemented very often or
always which suggests they are often being implemented together (Table 19).
Another implication of the bivariate correlation data is that participating Google
Innovators report that they are not sustaining their implementation of active learning
throughout their career in education as shown by the decrease in the implementation of
purposeful design, intentional instruction, and student ownership as the number of years
of experience in education increased. There are numerous issues directly impacting
faculty that could impact the correlation between the increase in the number of years of
experience in education increase and the decrease in the implementation of purposeful
design, intentional instruction, and student ownership (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael,
2007). Due to the limitations of this study, further research on these findings is
recommended.
Another interesting finding of the descriptive data is that three middle school
educators and two elementary educators were responsible for all of the responses of (1)
Never and (2) Rarely/Disagree suggesting that all six constructs of active learning are
implemented often in the K12 classrooms of participating Google Innovators. In the six
sections relating to the characteristics of active learning on the Active Learning
Implementation Survey, (1) Never was only chosen twice and (2) Rarely/Disagree was
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only chosen ten times. One middle school educator is responsible for both of the (1)
Never responses and four of the ten (2) Rarely responses. This middle school educator is
also the only participant with a Bachelor’s degree suggesting that a lack of graduate
education may be linked to less implementation of active learning; however, further
research should be conducted on this finding.
The implication of the first research question suggests that classroom educators
should not simply implement one of the six constructs but should implement all six
constructs of active learning together in their K12 classrooms. Instructional coaches
should ensure that classroom educators are properly taught how to implement active
learning experiences using all six constructs. Also, administrators should ensure that
classrooms educators are given enough time to properly plan and implement active
learning in the classroom.
Research Question 2. According to Google Innovators, what are the results of
implementing active learning experiences in a K12 environment?
Cotner et al (2013), Lee & Jabot (2011), and Bonwell & Eison (1991) suggest that
the results of active learning are increasing student performance and lowering failure
rates. These researchers encourage increasing student performance and lowering failure
rates by implementing active learning through various assessment opportunities like
personal feedback, systematic assessments, in class measurement, and benchmarks for
monitoring. When surveyed regarding how often these types of assessments occur within
the classrooms of the participating Google Innovators, the overwhelming response was
(4) Very Often. The descriptive data suggests that participating Google Innovators are
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implementing these types of assessments in their K12 classrooms (Table 13). Therefore,
the descriptive data suggests that participating Google Innovators are frequently using
different types of assessments to gauge results in their classrooms thus answering the
research question as to which results participating Google Innovators observe in their
classrooms. The only two responses of (2) Rarely were given by two individual middle
school educators to the survey item: “develop systematic assessment opportunities for
students (e.g. pool questions, true/false, matching, voluntary response, cold calling,
etc.).” This descriptive data is important because it suggests that various types of
assessments can be used to increase student knowledge and decrease failure rates. The
data also suggests that the same participants who report implementing all six constructs
of active learning also report implementing the various types of assessments. The
descriptive data aligns with the research of Freeman et al (2014) and suggest that active
learning can be a successful way to engage students and still retain test scores while
lowering failure rates when compared to traditional lecturing, however, more research is
recommended on this finding.
The bivariate correlation data showed no correlation indicating that the results of
implementation are not concentrated in one specific grade level, subject area, or with an
educator having a certain number of years experience but instead are evenly distributed
throughout all grade levels, subject areas, and educators regardless of their number of
years experience.
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Summary. As shown, the descriptive data indicates the results of implementing
various types of assessments echoes the literature (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Cotner et al,
2013; Freeman et al, 2014; Lee & Jabot, 2011) indicating that results of active learning
might increase student performance and decrease failure rates, however, more research is
needed on this finding.
The implications of the second research question are that classroom educators can
implement active learning in their classroom without decreasing student performance.
Administrators should understand that a student’s educational classroom experience
overall is more valuable than their performance on a standardized test. Administrators
should encourage classroom educators to implement active learning without the fear of
negatively impacting student growth. Instructional coaches should ensure that proper
large group professional development and one-on-one coaching is taking place to
encourage the successful implementation of active learning.
Research Question 3. According to Google Innovators, what are the benefits of
implementing active learning experiences in K12 education?
As stated in the literature (Dewey, 1916; Edwards, 2015), active learning
environments can be beneficial in the social, intellectual, and physical categories because
they allow students to engage with higher order thinking skills, collaborate with their
peers, and connect to the lesson on a deeper more kinesthetic level. When asked how
often these types of benefits were observed, participating Google Innovators
overwhelmingly responded with (5) Always according to descriptive data. There were no
responses of (1) Never or (2) Rarely given thus suggesting that benefits in the categories
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of social (develop mutual respect and trust with the student; reinforce student efforts to
verbally sustain engagement), intellectual (engage students with humor, enthusiasm and
connect with students on personal level; act as facilitator of learning), and physical
(create a classroom environment that aids in the development of exploration) are present
more often than not (Table 15) thus answering the research question as to which benefits
participating Google Innovators observe in their classrooms. This descriptive data is
important because it suggest that the same participants that report implementing the six
constructs of active learning also report implementing benefits in social, intellectual, and
physical categories in their K12 classrooms. It is important to note that these categories
are not academic but offer an environment that educates the whole child – socially,
intellectually, and physically. The results section above suggests that academic
improvement created by various assessment opportunities are present in the K12
classroom of participating Google Innovators but data from this section suggests that the
benefits present in participating Google Innovators classroom can educate the whole
child by offering benefits that are not just present in academics.
The bivariate correlation data showed no correlation indicating that the results of
implementation are not concentrated in one specific grade level, subject area, or with an
educator having a certain number of years experience but instead are evenly distributed
throughout all grade levels, subject areas, and educators regardless of their number of
years experience.
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Summary. As shown, the descriptive data indicates that benefits present in the
K12 classrooms of participating Google Innovators are in the categories of social,
intellectual, and physical aligning with the research of Edwards (2015) and Dewey
(1916).
The implications of the third research question are that administrators should offer
a supportive environment by encouraging classroom teachers to take risks and try new
things in their classrooms. Administrators should also provide access to appropriate
resources and allow both instructional coaches and classroom educators to attend local
and national conferences that highlight the implementation of active learning so they can
learn the best methods and obtain resources for implementing active learning.
Instructional coaches should teach about and promote active learning by modeling active
learning implementation in their courses. Instructional coaches should also ensure to
highlight in professional development that the benefits of implementing active learning
reach far beyond academics. Classroom educators should be open-minded to the benefits
of implementing active learning and should be willing to try new things in their
classroom including implementing active learning in order to benefit the whole child
socially, intellectually, and socially not just academically.
Research Question 4. According to Google Innovators, what are the barriers to
implementing active learning in a K12 environment?
According to literature (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007), barriers of
implementing active learning include but were not limited to student characteristics,
issues directly impacting faculty, and pedagogical issues. Participants were surveyed in
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order to gauge how likely these issues were direct barriers to implementing active
learning. The barriers section was by far the most interesting because it offered the most
variety in terms of responses according to descriptive data (Table 17). For survey items
representing barriers to student characteristics (role transformation of student is difficult
and student dissatisfaction) answers were primarily (2) Rarely and (3) Sometimes. For
survey items representing issues directly impacting faculty (class size is too large, use of
technology hinders instruction, limited interaction between student and teacher, and class
preparation time is not sufficient) answers were distributed among all five responses but
the majority stayed between (2) Rarely and (3) Sometimes. For survey items representing
pedagogical issues (limited professional development on active learning techniques)
answers were primarily (1) Never and (2) Rarely. The descriptive data obtained from this
study echoes the findings from Michael’s (2007) study in which he determined that the
perceptions of teachers contained some truth and some misunderstanding based on the
individual teacher’s ideas regarding active learning and the current state of their
educational environment. Due to the limited number of participants, further research
should be conducted in order to answer the research question. This descriptive data is
important because it aligns with the research of Michael (2007) suggesting that barriers
were ineffectual to the benefits that active learning produces in the classroom. Thus,
barriers to implementing active learning exists in the K12 classrooms of participating
Google Innovators but should not keep classroom educators from implementing active
learning.
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The bivariate correlation data showed no correlation indicating that the results of
implementation are not concentrated in one specific grade level, subject area, or with an
educator having a certain number of years experience but instead are evenly distributed
throughout all grade levels, subject areas, and educators regardless of their number of
years experience.
Summary. As shown, the descriptive data suggests that it is difficult to determine
the barriers of implementing active learning suggesting that barriers are unique to each
participant. Thus, further research should be completed on barriers to implementing
active learning in order to control for the variables of personal perception and educational
environment.
The implications of the fourth research question are that barriers can be overcome
easily with proper use of professional development, access to appropriate resources, and
administrative support of the implementation of active learning in the K12 classroom
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael, 2007). Thus, administrators should ensure all
classroom educators have access to appropriate resources and provide proper support to
both instructional coaches and classroom educators. Instructional coaches should teach
about and promote active learning by modeling active learning implementation.
Additionally, instructional coaches should provide preservice and in-service field
experiences that focus on the use of active learning as an instructional approach.
Classroom educators can then implement active learning with as few barriers as possible
due to the supportive and developed environment created by administrators and
instructional coaches.
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Summary of Findings
Overall, the findings from this research study align with the related literature
discussed in chapter two regarding characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers to
implementing active learning in the K12 classroom. All four research questions were
addressed above and all major findings and implications are summarized below.
A major finding was that all six constructs acting as characteristics of active
learning are present in the K12 classrooms of participating Google Innovators. The
response chosen most often throughout the characteristics section of the Active Learning
Implementation Survey was (4) Very Often (43.8%) suggesting that there is not one
characteristic used all of the time. Instead, as shown by the data, it is best to blend
multiple characteristics together to create a transformational learning environment.
Another major finding was that barriers are widely a personal issue depending on
the environment of each school and grade level. Barriers was the section with the most
interesting data. Echoing the research by Michael (2007), personal opinions and differing
educational environments cloud the judgement of educators in responding openly to
questions regarding barriers. While the researcher recommends further investigation into
the barriers of implementing active learning, the benefits of implementing active learning
outweigh the barriers and with proper use of professional development, access to
appropriate resources, and administrative support barriers to implementing active
learning in K12 classrooms are no longer a hindrance (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; Michael,
2007).
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The next finding was that one middle school educator was responsible for half of
the responses that indicated a lower frequency of implementation to each of the survey
items. This one educator did not continue their academic studies beyond a Bachelor’s
degree. All other participants held a Master’s degree, Specialists, or Doctorate. This
finding suggests that a lack of graduate education may be linked to less implementation
of active learning; however, the researcher strongly recommends further research be
conducted on the finding.
Implications
Implications of this research study are critical to the Google for Education
Innovator program, administrators, instructional coaches, and classroom teachers.
Implications for Google for Education Innovator program. Prior to this study,
little to no other research has been completed using participants from the Google for
Education Certified Innovator program. Google for Education encompasses more than
1,500 hundred educators worldwide offering a diverse population and as such should
consider conducting more studies within their program in order to benefit the field of
education.
Implications for administrators and instructional coaches. Administrators and
instructional coaches are responsible for developing classroom teachers by creating and
sustaining an environment conducive to growth. Thus, administrators and instructional
coaches should realize that active learning can be evenly distributed throughout grade
levels and subject areas and should plan proper professional development in order to
educate and develop the skills of classroom teachers in implementing all six constructs of
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active learning into the K12 classroom. Administrators and instructional coaches should
also consider the barriers to implementing active learning in the K12 classroom and
should actively work to alleviate the barriers present within their specific educational
environment. Administrators and instructional coaches should also work to create an
environment that encourages classroom teachers to try new things. Classroom teachers
can then feel supported by administration and encouraged by instructional coaches to
activate a growth mindset towards their classroom environment thus creating an
environment that is ever-changing and offers students an example of an authentic model
of learning.
Implications for classroom teachers. Implementing all six constructs of the
characteristics of active learning in harmony together create a transformational learning
experience. Creating lessons and units implementing all six constructs is not an easy task
but can and should be done in order to effectively implement active learning. Thus,
classroom teachers should reflect on their own classroom environment to ensure all six
constructs of active learning are present and working in harmony together. Classroom
teachers should also take time to monitor the results and benefits of implementing active
learning in order to ensure active learning is being implemented properly and is
increasing student knowledge and engagement inevitably helping students learn.
Future Research
The purpose of this research study was to determine the characteristics, results,
benefits, and barriers to implementing active learning in the K12 classrooms of Google
Innovators. The scope of this study was very narrow due to a small number of
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participants thus similar research conducted with larger and more diverse groups would
be beneficial to the field of education. Due to the limitations, findings, and implications
of this study, the researcher recommends future research in the following specific topics.
•

The data suggests that it is best to blend multiple constructs together when
implementing active learning in order to create a transformational learning
experience. Thus, further research should be conducted to determine how
educators implement all six constructs together in their K12 classrooms, how
professional development of the implementation of all six constructs is delivered,
and what role higher education plays in the process of implementing active
learning.

•

The field of education would also benefit from future research on the barriers of
implementing active learning in K12 classrooms while controlling for the
variables of personal perception and educational environments.

•

The small number of participants limited this study. Thus, the field of education
would benefit from this study being replicated with a larger and/or more diverse
set of participants using the Active Learning Implementation Survey created for
this study.

•

As previously discussed, three possible correlations were noted for the constructs
of purposeful design, intentional instruction, and student ownership. Due to the
small participant pool, the researcher notes that these findings are not
generalizable. Thus, future investigation into these constructs would benefit the
field of education.
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•

Finally, the field of education would benefit from future research studying the
longevity of an educator’s career and how sustainable implementing active
learning is over time. Future research should also be conducted to understand
what causes an educator to decrease the implementation of active learning
constructs.
Conclusion
With the previously stated limitations in mind, the following conclusions are

offered. The purpose of this cross-sectional descriptive research study was to describe the
characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers reported by Google Innovators in
implementing active learning experiences in the K12 classroom. The theory guiding this
research study was active learning as a branch of constructivist theoretical framework.
For the purpose of this research study, active learning consists of six constructs used
together to create experiences that are defined as lessons taught with purposeful design
and intentional instruction that allow students to take ownership of their learning in an
environment conducive to engagement, collaboration, and problem-solving. Findings
from this study indicate that all six constructs as characteristics of active learning are
being implemented in the K12 classrooms of participating Google Innovators. The data
also suggests that the results and benefits of active learning that align with related
literature are present and noticeable in the K12 classrooms of participating Google
Innovators. Barriers remain to be an issue with participating educators because personal
perceptions and varying educational environments hinder responses as suggested by the
data.
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Implications for this study are critical to the Google for Education Certified
Innovator program, administrators, instructional coaches, and classroom teachers. The
field of education will benefit from the future research of how educators implement all
six constructs together in their K12 classrooms, how professional development of the
implementation of all six constructs are delivered, what role higher education plays in the
process of implementing active learning, how barriers of implementing active learning in
K12 classrooms are decided individually, and how sustainable implementing active
learning is over time.
Implementing active learning in K12 classrooms encourages students to learn in
an authentic environment while creating a facilitator type role for the teacher.
Implementing all six constructs of active learning in harmony together in a K12
classroom provides a transformational learning experience for students.
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Active Learning Implementation Survey

Active Learning Implementation Survey
Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability regarding your current K12 classroom.
This research study will focus on obtaining information about the active learning experiences taking place
within the classrooms of Google Innovators and is significant because it will obtain data regarding the
characteristics, results, benefits, and barriers to implementing active learning in K12 classrooms in the
United States of America.
For the purpose of this research study, active learning can be defined a lessons taught with purposeful
design and intentional instruction that allow students to take ownership of their learning in an
environment conducive to engagement, collaboration, and problem solving.
Participants for this research study must meet the following requirements:
1. be a Google Certified Innovator
2. currently teach full time in a K12 classroom
3. be an American citizen
If you meet all three of these requirements, please click next to begin.
* Required

Role in Education
Please indicate your current role in education below.
1. Role in Education *
Mark only one oval.
Fulltime K12 Educator
Technology Facilitator
Adminstration

Skip to "Submission."

Skip to "Submission."

Private Consultant

Skip to "Submission."

General Information
Please answer the following general questions.
2. First and Last Name *

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1BvF528a497PCGpztpjMudry5Phn-j98jw0CzyPpep00/edit
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3. In which state do you currently teach? *
Mark only one oval.
AL Alabama
AK Alaska
AZ Arizona
AR Arkansas
CA California
CO Colorado
CT Connecticut
DE Delaware
DC District of Columbia
FL Florida
GA Georgia
HI Hawaii
ID Idaho
IL Illinois
IN Indiana
IA Iowa
KS Kansas
KY Kentucky
LA Louisiana
ME Maine
MD Maryland
MA Massachusetts
MI Michigan
MN Minnesota
MS Mississippi
MO Missouri
MT Montana
NE Nebraska
NV Nevada
NH New Hampshire
NJ New Jersey
NM New Mexico
NY New York
NC North Carolina
ND North Dakota
OH Ohio
OK Oklahoma
OR Oregon
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1BvF528a497PCGpztpjMudry5Phn-j98jw0CzyPpep00/edit
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PA Pennsylvania
RI Rhode Island
SC South Carolina
SD South Dakota
TN Tennessee
TX Texas
UT Utah
VT Vermont
VA Virginia
WA Washington
WV West Virginia
WI Wisconsin
WY Wyoming
4. K12 Grade Level  check all that apply *
Check all that apply.
Kindergarten
Grade 1
Grade 2
Grade 3
Grade 4
Grade 5
Grade 6
Grade 7
Grade 8
Grade 9
Grade 10
Grade 11
Grade 12

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1BvF528a497PCGpztpjMudry5Phn-j98jw0CzyPpep00/edit
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5. Subject Area  check all that apply *
Check all that apply.
English/Language Arts
Humantities
Math
Physical Education
Science
Social Science
STEM
Technology
World Language
Other:
6. Experience in Education *
Mark only one oval.
0  2 years
3  5 years
5  10 years
10  15 years
15  20 years
20+ years
7. Highest Degree Earned *
Mark only one oval.
Bachelors
Masters
Specialist
Doctorate
8. Which Google Innovator Cohort do you belong
to as part of the Google Certified Innovator
program? *

Purposeful Design
9. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Expect students to think about
how information or concepts are
connected to each other
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1BvF528a497PCGpztpjMudry5Phn-j98jw0CzyPpep00/edit
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10. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Use interactive methods while
lecturing to stimulate discussion
about information and concepts
11. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Use activities to promote the
connection of information to
students' prior knowledge
12. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Preparation is required to create
engaging learning activities
13. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Design questions to inform
instruction and improve student
learning

Intentional Instruction
14. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Guide students in debriefing
activities that enable students to
evaluate and judge the quality
of their thinking
15. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Demonstrate good thinking out
loud

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1BvF528a497PCGpztpjMudry5Phn-j98jw0CzyPpep00/edit
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16. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Expect students to acknowledge
and improve areas of weakness
in skills and knowledge
17. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Use activities to promote
complexthinking

Student Ownership
18. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Define the roles of the students
and the learning objectives
19. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Determine the level of student
participation before class begins
20. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Create well defined roles for the
student (e.g. expectations,
participation, etc.)
21. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Use questioning to hold
students accountable for their
work effort in class

Engagement
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22. To what extent do you agree or disagree that highly motivated students display the following
characteristic? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1) Strongly
Disagree

(2)
Disagree

(3)
Neutral

(4)
Agree

(5) Strongly
Agree

Frequent participation in
class
23. To what extent do you agree or disagree that highly motivated students display the following
characteristic? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1) Strongly
Disagree

(2)
Disagree

(3)
Neutral

(4)
Agree

(5) Strongly
Agree

High levels of effort on
schoolwork
24. To what extent do you agree or disagree that highly motivated students display the following
characteristic ? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1) Strongly
Disagree

(2)
Disagree

(3)
Neutral

(4)
Agree

(5) Strongly
Agree

Excitement about
learning
25. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following student attitudes and beliefs are
important to school engagement and motivation? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1) Strongly
Disagree

(2)
Disagree

(3)
Neutral

(4)
Agree

(5) Strongly
Agree

Administrators and teachers
know students personally
26. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following student attitudes and beliefs are
important to school engagement and motivation? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1) Strongly
Disagree

(2)
Disagree

(3)
Neutral

(4)
Agree

(5) Strongly
Agree

Students have some
autonomy and choice in the
topics they study
27. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following student attitudes and beliefs are
important to school engagement and motivation? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1) Strongly
Disagree

(2)
Disagree

(3)
Neutral

(4)
Agree

(5) Strongly
Agree

Students can learn from
failure and are willing to try
new things in school
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28. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following student attitudes and beliefs are
important to school engagement and motivation? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1) Strongly
Disagree

(2)
Disagree

(3)
Neutral

(4)
Agree

(5) Strongly
Agree

Students have the ability to
learn challenging material

Collaboration
29. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Encourage learning activities
that promote collaboration
30. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Provide collaborative learning
activities (e.g. cooperative
learning groups, thinkpair
share, gaming, peer instruction,
role playing, informal small
groups, etc)
31. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Create a classroom atmosphere
that promotes a sense of
community among students

Problem Solving
32. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Expect students to integrate
learning from several courses to
solve problems
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33. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Use small groups to promote
problemsolving
34. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Expect students to search for
and find relevant information to
answer questions or solve
problems

Results
35. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Provide students with personal
feedback to right and wrong
answers in class
36. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Develop systematic assessment
opportunities for students (e.g.
poll questions, true/false,
matching, voluntary response,
cold calling, etc.)
37. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Frequently assess during class
to measure student
achievement
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38. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Provide benchmarks for
monitoring student progress and
adjust learning strategies

Benefits
39. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Develop mutual respect and
trust with the student
40. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Engage students with humor,
enthusiasm and connect with
students on a personal level
41. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Reinforce student efforts to
verbally sustain engagement
42. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Act as a facilitator of learning
(e.g. move from information
giver to guide)
43. How often do you complete the following action? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

Create a classroom
environment that aids in the
development of exploration

Barriers
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44. How often are the following statements a barrier to implementing active learning in your
classroom? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1) Never

(2) Rarely

(3) Sometimes

(4) Very Often

(5) Always

Class size is too large
45. How often are the following statements a barrier to implementing active learning in your
classroom? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Use of technology hinders
instruction
46. How often are the following statements a barrier to implementing active learning in your
classroom? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Limited interaction between
student and teacher
47. How often are the following statements a barrier to implementing active learning in your
classroom? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Role transformation of student
is difficult (e.g. from passive to
engaged learner)
48. How often are the following statements a barrier to implementing active learning in your
classroom? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Limited professional
development on active learning
techniques
49. How often are the following statements a barrier to implementing active learning in your
classroom? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Class preparation time is not
sufficient (e.g. increased
teacher preparation is spent in
lesson planning to create active
learning classroom)
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1BvF528a497PCGpztpjMudry5Phn-j98jw0CzyPpep00/edit
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50. How often are the following statements a barrier to implementing active learning in your
classroom? *
Mark only one oval per row.
(1)
Never

(2)
Rarely

(3)
Sometimes

(4) Very
Often

(5)
Always

Student dissatisfaction in role as
engaged learner

Submission
Thank you for participating in this survey. Click submit to complete the survey.
Please contact Kaylah Holland at holland.kaylah@gmail.com with any questions or concerns.
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